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Abstract 
Digital Gamers: A Mixed Method Study of Players, Emotion, Mood, and Moral Life 
 
Alexander Jenkins 
 
 
This dissertation examined the styles of play for players, how they experienced mood and 
emotion in digital games, and the relationship between morality and gameplay. To do an 
integrated mixed methods approach that combined qualitative discourse analysis of player 
journals with statistical analysis of an online questionnaire was used.  
 For player types, findings indicated that three player type components – immersion, 
achievement, and socialization – originally found by Yee (2006) in an analysis of MMORPG 
players are applicable to a sample of players. The player type components also consistently 
appear in the journals analyzed in this study, with players reporting aspects of immersion, 
achievement, and socialization while they were playing digital games. There are strong links 
between player types and genre between Achievement focused players and Adversarial Genres, 
and Immersion focused players and Narrative Genres. 
 Analysis of the emotional use of digital games indicate a difference in emotional salience 
between the two methods. In the survey research players responded to an emotional inventory 
(Hakanen, 2004) of 11 emotions. Players primarily reported positive emotions but significantly 
fewer and less negative emotions in both number and intensity. In the journals a variety of both 
positive and negative emotions were reported, but feelings of frustration and anger trumped all 
other emotions. For mood management, there was relatively little discussion in the journals. In 
the survey research the the strongest relationships for player type components were between 
various mood management functions and the Immersion, with players in this type reporting that 
  x 
  
 
they often or always used games to perform theses functions. Similar results were found for 
players of Narrative and Adversarial genres.   
 For morality the most import aspect was Religion was a telling difference in players’ 
experiences, as players that were religious scored high in each of the five moral modules 
(harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity), while 
those that reported that they were not religious scored high in only two (harm/care, and 
fairness/reciprocity). Analysis of the journals indicated players’ use of morally muted language 
(Nikolaev & Porpora, 2008) to discuss decisions in digital games. Players often used moral 
language to discuss decisions that were made for prudential reasons.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Generations of individuals in the United States have now been exposed to playing digital 
games on home consoles, personal computers, and mobile devices. Whether it was Mario or his 
brother Luigi running across the TV in one of Nintendo’s seminal Super Mario Bros. (Nintendo, 
1985) games, sitting down at a PC or MAC and logging into an online world populated with 
thousands of other players in a massively multiplayer online role playing game (MMORPG), like 
World of Warcraft (Activision Blizzard, 2004), or using your fingers and smartphone to fling 
birds at pigs in Angry Birds (Rovio, 2009).  Some might consider this a favorite hobby or 
pastime, others a fun activity to do, either in person or online, with friends, and others a 
distraction while waiting in line for a latte. Whatever the reason, individuals are playing digital 
games now more than ever. The Pew Internet and American Life Project report on Adults and 
Videogames (Lenhart, Jones, & Macgill, 2008) found that 53% of all adults, 55% of men and 
50% of women, reported playing digital games either offline or online and 21% reported playing 
every day or almost every day.  Remarkably, fully 97% of teens (Lenhart, Kahne, Middaugh, 
Macgill, Evans, and Vitak, 2008), 81% of Americans age 19-29 and 60% of those 30-49 report 
playing videogames (Lenhart, Jones, & Macgill, 2008). These numbers show a large player base 
that has likely expanded in the time since, with an explosion of mobile technology that has 
pushed games further into the minds and fingers of would be players. 
Historically, the body of literature in communication, and the social sciences as a whole, 
that focused on games largely examined the negative effects that may arise from participation in 
the medium, including tendencies toward violence, lower psychological and physiological well-
being, lower achievement and productivity, and emptier personal and private familial 
relationships (Anand, 2007; Anderson et al., 2010; Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Gentile, 2009; 
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Schutte, Malouff, Post-Gordon & Rodasta, 1988). While this thread in the research continues 
there has been a more recent rise in literature noting positive outcomes that arise from digital 
game playing. An increasing amount of work is being done on digital games’ importance in 
learning and literacy (Gee, 2006) and the use of digital games in educational settings (for an 
overview of the literature see Mitchell and Savill-Smith, 2004). McGonigal (2011) portrayed 
gamers in a positive light, she noted that gamers are expert problem solvers, great collaborators, 
and, often, unflinchingly dedicated to tasks that spark their imagination. Further, McGonigal 
noted that gamificiation, where the trappings and conventions of digital games are exported from 
the game world into other realms, is making its way into everyday life and that this is a positive 
change that will lead to more individuals developing the dedication and problem solving abilities 
of gamers. There has also been both great excitement in the possibilities of exploring a 
burgeoning medium and great difficulties in developing common ways to analyze and discuss 
the medium, as can be seen with the struggle between ludology and narratology that consumed 
digital games research in the late 1990s and early 2000s (see Aarseth, 2001; 2004; Murray 1997; 
2005). 
 The purpose of this dissertation is to examine digital game players through three 
perspectives – (1) game player styles, (2) emotion and mood management, and (3) the moral 
lives of gamers – meaning both the moral repertoires of gamers and the moral thinking of players 
when faced with moral choices in digital games. To accomplish this aim I will use a mixed 
methods approach and analyze player data from gameplay journals (qualitative) and a 
questionnaire directed toward a variety of gamers (quantitative). Digital game player styles will 
be examined in order to understand the myriad of ways that gamers go about interacting with the 
medium of video games. Specifically, I will examine the player types discussed by Yee (2006) 
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and in an effort to expand them from online digital game specific taxonomy, attempt to apply a 
modified taxonomy to a wide array of players.  An emotional inventory and mood management 
inventory (Hakanen, 1995; 2004) will be applied to digital gamers to ascertain gamers emotions 
when they play and how they may or may not use games to change or reinforce moods. Morality 
in games and of games is often discussed in the industry and media that comprise the gaming 
sphere. Taking as a starting place Nikolaev and Porpora’s (2008) discussion, I treat morality in 
this paper as an “affirmation or conformity to certain values or principles” (p. 168). The 
scholarly treatment of morality and digital games has thus far largely focused on the morality of 
certain games with the study being largely philosophical. Only recently have scholars started to 
conduct research on how players and gamers think and behave morally. The gameplay journals 
provide a glimpse into the ways that players deal with morality in digital game play, while the 
use of the moral foundation questionnaire (MFQ30) examines the facets of gamers’ moral 
repertoire. 
 Taken together, these three concepts form the basis of the overriding question of this 
research agenda; Do (or how do) style, mood, emotion, and morality join to fashion a gamers’ 
digital game play experience? There is a long standing discussion linking moods and emotions to 
morality (see below) and some work has been done to examine player styles, but as of yet little 
has been done to study the relationship between these three concepts. This dissertation examines 
the confluence of these concepts and seeks to explain how they are integral to gamers’ digital 
game play experiences.  
 The research questions for this study are: 
RQ1: Do the MMO player types proposed by Bartle (1996; 2004) and expanded 
upon by Yee (2006) hold up for players of multiple genres and devices? 
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RQ2: Are player styles affected by how players prefer to play games (game type, 
device type, location, and genre)? 
 
RQ 3: What emotions do gamers report feeling while playing digital games?  
 RQ 4: How do gamers use digital games to manage their moods? 
RQ 5: Do players of different demographic backgrounds value different moral modules? 
 RQ 6: Do players’ moral modules affect the various digital game play characteristics? 
 RQ 7: Is morality affected by player type? 
 RQ 8: Is morality affected by emotion? 
Digital Games 
Following from Kerr (2006), I use the term digital game(s) throughout this dissertation as 
an encompassing label for all types of games involving a machine running gaming software. 
Galloway (2006) defines a videogame, or in the phraseology adopted in this proposal a digital 
game, as “a cultural object, bound by history and materiality, consisting of an electronic 
computational device and a game simulated in software (p. 1).” Juul (2005) described the 
“classic video game model” as “a rule-based system; with variable outcomes; where different 
outcomes are assigned different values; where the player exerts effort in order to influence the 
outcome; the player feels emotionally attached to the outcome; and the consequences of the 
activity are optional and negotiable (p. 5-6).” Juul likened this to the celluloid of movies, the 
canvas of a painting, and the words of a novel (p. 6). 
These are two very different definitions of what a digital game is. Galloway get to the 
cultural and technological aspects that comprise digital games, but comes up short in the 
discussion of the software simulation aspect. Juul – ever the ludologist – fails to take into 
account the materiality and technology – the non-game aspects – of the digital game. Digital 
games are more than just rules and software, there is an inherent technological aspect to their 
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play. Games also exist outside of the discrete code of the game. Game worlds and characters live 
in popular culture and gaming culture, in the paratextual elements of the game, as well as 
transmedia properties that leverage intellectual property.  
It may be that we are best served to take the strengths of each theorist’s definition then. 
When I discuss digital games in this dissertation I am thinking about the interactions with 
technology that permit the experience of digital game software. This entails a computational 
device (a computer, console, mobile device, etc.), viewing device (i.e. screen), an input 
mechanism (controller, touchscreen, keyboard and mouse, mimetic interface), the software 
(including the aspects of Juul’s (2005) “classic video game model”), and the player. We must, 
however, also not fail to include the paratextual interactions that are experienced as the 
player/gamer navigates the media landscape. 
Research Methods  
 This study used an integrated mixed methodology approach combining qualitative and 
quantitative research methods to further examine the play style, emotion, moods, and the moral 
lives of gamers. The qualitative portion consisted of player journals collected to provide 
firsthand insight into players’ experience with digital games. In the journals players were able to 
describe how they were playing a digital game and how they were thinking about their play 
experiences. The quantitative portion of the study will consisted of survey research of a sample 
of digital game players on Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mturk). These gamers were asked a series 
of questions about morality, mood, emotion, play style, various game preferences, and 
demographic information. 
 The purpose of a mixed methods approach was twofold. First, and more generally, an 
approach combining both quantitative and qualitative methods to studying individuals’ 
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experiences with digital games provides the ability to triangulate those experiences based on the 
strengths of each method and help to mitigate inherent weaknesses. In essence, this provides the 
ability to use the combining of methods to provide context and contrast, both in the results and 
theoretically. Second, since the journals were collected before the survey research was 
conducted, analysis of the journals helped to inform the content of the survey instrument. In 
particular, frustration and satisfaction were added to the emotional inventory (see Appendix C: 
Pilot). 
Digital Game Player Journals   
 The diaries, or ‘digital game player journals,’ were collected from 27 (8 female, 19 male) 
students at a university in Philadelphia, PA. Demographically, 18 of the participants were 
white/Caucasian, six were African American, one participant was of Asian decent, one 
participant was of Indian decent, and one participant was of Hispanic decent. Of the 27 
participants 26 were college age students between the ages of 18 and 29, and one student was 
over 30 years old. 
 Most people are familiar with keeping a journal or diary, so there is already a high level 
of comfort for participants. Bolger, Davis, and Rafaeli (2003) describe diaries are “self-report 
instruments used repeatedly to examine ongoing experiences, offer the opportunity to investigate 
social, psychological, and physiological processes, within every day situations (p, 580).” Diaries 
are time consuming and put the burden of habituation on the player, however, the use of diaries 
in the study of digital games has been shown to allow players to discover their own style, provide 
detailed and comprehensive data, and to play in a natural setting, such as in the home (Ribbens & 
Poels, 2009).  
 
 
 
 
7 
 Participants were recruited from students enrolled in a digital games class. Students were 
asked to choose one game that they had not played before and play through it for the entirety of 
the course. Players were instructed to take notes during game play sessions and keep play 
journals focusing on various choices made during the game, as well as thoughts about emotion, 
morality, and aspects of the game itself. The instructions (found in Appendix A) were designed 
to guide students toward thinking about aspects that were important to the exercise, the course 
and to this research, yet were left somewhat open-ended in an effort to allow students to truly 
craft a discussion of their own experience playing their chosen digital game. Participants were 
encouraged to choose a game on a console or PC/MAC, as many mobile games focus on arcade 
game mechanics and small play sessions, which would not be the best choice for this particular 
project (although, after consultation one participant chose a game on a mobile device (iPhone); 
however, it was a game also available on consoles and PC/MAC), and choose a game that they 
had never played before so that the experience of the student was unmediated by prior intimate 
knowledge of the narrative of the game or (moral) choices to be made in the game. 
 The participants received further guidance throughout the term in the form of readings 
and class discussions on a variety of topics in digital game industry and culture meant enhance 
their awareness of important issues surrounding gameplay journal keeping, such as taking notes, 
game player types, and morality.  
 The game journals were uploaded to a learning management system six times throughout 
the spring semester 2013. The unit of analysis for the journals was the complete work of each 
participant. This allowed me to analyze the thoughts of the participant as they evolved over the 
passage of time. The average length of the diaries was about twelve-pages with the corpus 
totaling 318 pages. There was no set format for the diaries, so each individual player was free to 
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think and write in the style in which he/she was most comfortable, some players used heading or 
bullet points with descriptive paragraphs, but most players wrote the diary as a 
narrative/descriptive/discussion of their experience. In the diaries players discussed their 
progress in the game (four players played multiple games for a variety of reasons including 
technological limitation, brevity of the first game they chose, or desire to play through an entire 
series), how they were playing the game, choices that they were making in the course of their 
experience, and, when applicable, how the game made them feel. Many players also weighed in 
on whether or not they liked the game they chose, in essence reviewing the game, which speaks 
to the importance that reviews hold as a ubiquitous paratextual element of the industry and the 
culture of digital games. Reviews are one of the most prominent and ubiquitous forms of writing 
about digital games, so it does make sense that gamers would internalize that style and 
incorporate it when they are asked to write about a digital game. 
 The game player journals were analyzed using discourse analysis. Gee (1999) outlined 
six key components of discourse analysis including; the semiotic construction of meanings, the 
situated meanings of the reality of the world, the activities and specific actions, the sociocultural 
identities and relationships, the construction of political status and power, and the confluence of 
past and future interactions. Using questions developed from these six components researchers 
are able to analyze the discourses found in written and spoken speech. According to Gee:  
“Discourse analysis involves asking questions about how language, at a given time and 
place, is used to construe the aspects of the situation network as realized at that time and 
place and how the aspects of the situation network simultaneously give meaning to that 
language (p. 92).” This was particularly useful for thing about these digital games 
journals because it allowed for an analysis that examined the use of language related to 
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player styles, mood, emotion, and morality, and how that use of language given meaning 
through its prior existence in the culture and this is useful for our understanding of how 
players experience digital games. 
 For instance, when a player in the journal says that the game they are playing “is a very 
immersive experience,” they using a specific language construction from the conversation about 
digital games – digital games are immersive. They are also making a claim about how that 
language construction is helpful to the understanding of the medium. In this way this claim 
shows four of the six key components described above by Gee (excluding the sociocultural 
identities and relationships and the construction of political status and power, which due to the 
subject matter and the research at hand are not as represented in the analysis as the other key 
aspects – semiotic construction of meanings, the situated meanings of the reality of the world, 
the activities and specific actions, and the confluence of past and future interactions). 
 Fairclough (1992; 2003) discussed intertextual analysis within discourse analysis. 
Intertextual analysis is especially insightful here as it considers how texts draw upon orders of 
discourse, or conventionalized practices like genre and narratives. Intertextual analysis helps to 
build on the key aspects outlined by Gee (1999) in that it places importance on the language of 
the medium (the conventions), which is a construction of language that refers to “various 
conventions used…to organize data and structure the user’s experience (Manovich, 2001, p. 7).” 
In this study, this allowed for reflexivity in thinking about how texts influence not only cultural 
objects, for instance drawing upon a variety of genres, narratives, and discourses, but also 
individuals’ differing expectations and experiences of the games that they played. 
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Online Survey 
 The questionnaire was developed using the online survey creation suite Qualtrics and 
distributed to respondents via Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mturk), an Internet crowdsourcing 
marketplace. Mturk has two different types of users, requesters and workers. Requesters are the 
employers that post the jobs, called human intelligence tasks (HITs) on the Mturk marketplace. 
While the Mturk workers, also known as Turkers, can complete those tasks to earn money. 
Mason and Suri (2012) noted that the strengths of Mturk include a large, stable, and diverse 
population of individuals to pull from, the relatively low cost, and ease and quickness in 
developing theory and carrying out research. 
 Development of the survey instrument 
 The survey instrument (found in Appendix B) was developed to measure gamers’ 
management of mood while playing digital games, player dispositions, and moral modules. 
Existing question inventories were targeted in each section of the instrument in order to increase 
the reliability of measurements. Demographic items were featured as well, including; age, sex, 
race, greatest education level attained, political beliefs, religious affiliation, income, and amount 
of time spent playing games and consuming game related media. Additionally, the questionnaire 
featured items asking players to identify how much they use certain game genres, game types, 
and digital game devices. 
 The emotion and mood management portion of the instrument used the Emotional 
Recognition Inventory and the Mood Management Inventory, respectively. The inventories were 
used by Hakanen (1995; 2004) to measure the intensity of the associations between a favorite 
music genre and in the case of the Emotional Recognition Inventory each of 12 emotions and in 
the case of the Mood Management Inventory five statements on how music made the 
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respondents feel. Both inventories used a five point Likert-type scale with anchors of 1 (not at 
all) and 5 (very much). During preliminary analysis of the diaries two new emotional states were 
identified and added to the existing Emotional Recognition Inventory – frustration and 
satisfaction. The current study used the two inventories to measure the intensity of associations 
between 14 digital game genres, 6 game types (single player only, online cooperative, online 
competitive, local cooperative, local competitive, and massively multiplayer online), and gamer 
dispositions.  
 In order to measure gamer dispositions the study used items from Yee’s (2006) study of 
motivations for play in online games as well as several new items. Yee’s question inventory was 
targeted because it was a modified empirical measure of Bartle’s Player Types (1996; 2004), the 
most well known theorization of online game player types. The inventory used by Yee was a list 
of 40 items.  
 This study attempted to test the applicability of this vein of game player research in 
digital game contexts including, single player games, online games, MMOGs. As such, some 
items were revised and expanded to reflect this shift in emphasis. This portion of the instrument 
will use a five point Likert-type scale to assess the respondents’ attitudes toward digital games. 
 The 30-item Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ30) was used to measure 
respondents views on morality through MFT (Moral Foundations Theory). MFT has been used to 
discuss differences in moral outlooks between groups, most notably those individuals with 
liberal political views and those with conservative political views (Haidt and Graham, 2007; 
Haidt, 2012). Morality in this theory is constructed along five dimensions, know as moral 
modules, they are: harm/care; fairness/reciprocity; in-group loyalty; authority/respect; and 
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purity/sanctity. This study used MFQ30 to test differences in moral modules and preferences in 
digital game genres, game types, gamer dispositions, emotion and demographics. 
 The MFQ30 uses a six-point Likert-type scale. While the change in scale between the 
previous sections is regrettable, it is important to maintain the scale as was developed to maintain 
the reliability of the questionnaire as developed and tested by other studies. Care was taken to 
ensure that respondents were made aware of the difference in scale between the MFQ30 and the 
other Likert-type portions of the instrument. Additionally, the scale in this section continued to 
run from negative on the left to positive on the right as was found in the mood and player-type 
sections. 
 Protocol 
 The questionnaire was distributed via Mturk, with a target sample size of 400 individuals, 
although the actual sample size was slightly larger (N = 406). Prior to distribution of the survey 
instrument a pilot was conducted on ten individuals (for more information see Appendx C). An 
online sample size calculator (http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html) was used to set this 
number as an achievable sample size that provided a confidence level of around 95% and a 
margin of error of 4.81%. The sample was a convenience sample of Turkers. Respondents were 
taken on a first-come first-serve basis though the Mturk system.  
 Paolacci, Chandler, and Ipeirotis (2010) found that the population of Mturk was 
reasonably representative of the U.S. population as a whole, and closer to the overall population 
than university student samples. While Ross et al. (2010) found that Turkers “make up a diverse 
group, including a range of ages, education levels, and socio-economic strata, though primarily 
from highly industrialized societies (p. 3).” The sample in Ross et al. found that some 57% of the 
Turkers were from the U.S., with 32% coming from India, and the remainder from various other 
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countries. Slightly more women comprised the sample than men (55% to 45%) and 62% of the 
Turkers were age 18-30. Similarly, Mason and Suri (2012) found that in a sample of nearly 2,900 
participants 55% were women and the median age was 30 with an average age of 32. It would 
seem that the demographics of Turkers and gamers align not too dissimilarly as gamers in the 
US, where 63% of gamers were under the age of 35, with an average age of 30 and 53% male 
gamers and 47% female players (ESA, 2013). Ross et al. (2010) found that in their sample of 
Mturk users 42% had bachelors degrees and another 16% had advanced degrees. 
 There has been some concern about the quality of data collected in online surveys in 
general, and particularly data collected on Mturk. Gosling,Vazire, Srivastava, and John (2004) 
posed the question “should we trust web-based studies?” and answered affirmatively, noting that 
data collected online can be as diverse as in person studies, are not rife with false data or repeat 
responders, and can help to bring academic research to a wider range of participants, particularly 
in light of the widespread use of undergraduate students in research. Paolacci, Chandler, and 
Ipeirotis (2010) noted that there is a low risk of many common concerns with both face-to-face 
and online research, with low susceptibility to coverage error, and risks of multiple responses by 
a single person, a contaminated subject pool, dishonest responses, and experimenter effects.  
Buhrmeister, Kwang, Gosling (2011) found that data quality on Mturk met or exceeded accepted 
standards. Mason and Suri (2012) noted, “while there are clearly differences between 
Mechanical Turk and offline contexts, evidence that Mechanical Turk is a valid means of 
collecting data is consistent and continues to accumulate (p. 4).” These studies indicate that 
while concerns do exist, there are many benefits to online survey distribution, and, therefore, it is 
acceptable to use Mturk and collect survey information online. 
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 The survey was posted on Mturk July 31, 2014. The target of 400 respondents was 
achieved in less than two-hours. The respondents received monetary compensation for 
participation in this study. Mturk is a crowdsourcing service where individual users are paid in 
small sums for completing tasks. Requesters are able to set the payments to Workers at any rate. 
Because of this, payments vary wildly across Mturk, ranging from $0.01 to $1.00 for 15 minutes 
of work and in some cases $12.00 for five hours of work. Buhrmeister, Kwang, Gosling (2011) 
noted that recruitment rates were indeed affected by the compensation rate for a HIT, however, 
in their study even low paying HITs enrolled participants, just at a slower rate. For this study 
Workers were compensated $2.00 for the time it took to complete the survey – an average of 18 
minutes 21 seconds – which is roughly equivalent to minimum wage standards (Downs, 
Holbrook, Sheng, Cranor, 2010).   
Sample Demographics and Characteristics  
 The sample was nearly even in terms of the sex of the participants (51% men and 49% 
women). The Turkers that took part in the study were primarily white/Caucasian (83%), with 
African American (8%), Asian (4%), and Hispanic (3%) gamers comprising the next most 
represented racial groups. Native Americans, Pacific Islanders, and Other comprised less than 
one percent of the sample. Similar to Ross et al. (2010), the sample was rather well educated, 
46% of the respondents earned a four-year degree or more, with 11% having earned an advanced 
degree. In addition, another 29% completed some college and 11% completed a two-year degree. 
The sample was also firmly in the lower three quintiles of yearly income, as almost 83% of the 
respondents made $75,000 or less per year.  
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Table 1.1 Sample Demographic Characteristics 
Category Level Number of 
Subjects 
Percentage of 
subjects 
Age 18-29 189 46.6% 
30-49 182 44.8% 
50+ 35 8.6% 
Sex* Male 208 51.4% 
Female 197 48.6% 
Race White/Caucasian 336 82.8% 
African American 33 8.1% 
Hispanic 14 3.4% 
Asian 17 4.2% 
Native American 2 .5% 
Pacific Islander 1 .2% 
Other 3 .7% 
Education < High School 2 .5% 
High School/GED 55 13.5% 
Some College 117 28.8% 
2-year College  46 11.3% 
4-year College 140 34.5% 
Masters Degree 42 10.3% 
Doctoral Degree 3 .7% 
Professional Degree 1 .2% 
Yearly Family Income <$27,219 100 24.6% 
$27,219-$48,502 135 33.3% 
%48,503-$75,000 103 25.4% 
$75,001-$115,866 55 13.5% 
>$115,866 13 3.2% 
Religion Protestant 88 21.7% 
Catholic 55 13.5% 
Eastern Orthodox 2 .5% 
LDS/Mormon 6 1.5% 
Jewish 10 2.5% 
Muslim 3 .7% 
Hindu 4 1% 
Other 39 10% 
No preference/ 
Religious Affiliation 
184 45.3% 
Prefer not to say 15 3.7% 
Note. N = 406. *N = 405 
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Gameplay Characteristics 
 Along with the demographic characteristics of the sample there are several characteristics 
of gameplay that were identified as being integral to how people play games and, therefore, the 
deeper level attitudes involving digital games – play style, emotion and mood, and morality. 
These characteristics form the base of how we will discuss gamers in this study and provide 
context of understanding the ways that people play digital games. 
 Devices 
The machines with which gamers play digital games vary widely (you can, for instance, 
play digital games through your cable box or on a graphing calculator), though they most often 
conform to three overall segments, as described by Williams (2002): Computer games, or games 
played on PCs or Macs; Video games, or games played on home consoles; and Handheld games, 
which in the current digital game industry could perhaps be more accurately denoted as mobile 
games, which are played on handheld consoles or mobile devices such as a phone or tablet. It 
should be noted that some digital games and game franchises appear across multiple market 
segments. For instance, the Call of Duty franchise has games released on practically any object 
featuring a screen. 
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Table 1.2 Williams’ (2002) Segments of the Digital Games Industry 
 Digital Games 
Segment Computer games Videogames Handheld or mobile games 
Kinds of 
Technology 
PCs 
Macs 
Linux 
Home video game 
consoles  
(ex. Nintendo WiiU, 
PlayStation 4, 
Microsoft Xbox One) 
Handheld consoles  
(ex. PlayStation Vita, 
Nintendo 3DS) 
Phones and tablets  
(ex. iOS and Android 
devices) 
Example 
Games 
World of WarCraft 
(Activision Blizzard, 
2004) 
StarCraft 2: Wings of 
Liberty (Activision 
Blizzard, 2010) 
Super Mario Galaxy 
(Nintendo, 2007) 
Bloodborne (Sony 
Computer 
Entertainment, 2014) 
Phoenix Wright: Ace 
Attorney (Capcom, 2005) 
Angry Birds (Rovio, 2009) 
Note: This table has been updated to reflect changes in the digital game industry. 
 
 
 
 For this study the device types were constituted from Williams’ (segments). The 
computer games segment once presumed dead by some fans, and certainly in decline by the 
media and industry (for example: see Rivington, 2014; Usher, 2011) is, largely through the rise 
of digital distribution and indie games, once again a vibrant segment of the digital game industry 
(Gillooly, 2010). In addition to receiving releases of the big multiplatform games from the major 
publishers, the computer games segment of the industry is also where many of the most 
experimental indie games are found. Home videogame consoles are the dedicated game playing 
machines that are manufactured by Sony, Microsoft, or Nintendo. These devices live in cycles of 
console generation with the manufacturers releasing major hardware revisions every four to eight 
years and generally within a year or two of each other, for instance the Microsoft Xbox 360 was 
released in 2005 and the PlayStation 3 was released in 2006, the two companies released the 
Xbox One and PlayStation 4, respectively, in 2013. The handheld and mobile segment was 
divided into handheld video game consoles and mobile devices for this study. There are 
 
 
 
 
18 
important technological and input differences between the two types of devices. Handheld video 
game consoles follow a pattern similar to home videogame consoles where devices are released 
in cycles of generations every four to eight years, while mobile devices are updated on an annual 
basis. Another important difference is that handheld videogame consoles are dedicated gaming 
machines that feature buttons (similar to a game controller) for input, while mobile devices are 
now almost exclusively touchscreen. 
 Table 1.3 shows the results for frequency of use among the participants in this sample. 
Computers were the most frequently played device type with 59% of respondents reporting that 
they often or always use computers for digital game play. Next, were mobile devices and home 
videogame consoles, which were nearly identically preferred by participants. Handheld 
videogame consoles were the least used category with two-thirds of the participants never or 
seldom playing these devices.  
 
 
Table 1.3 Percentages and Frequencies of Digital Game Device Use 
 Device Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always Total 
Home Game 
Consoles 
13% (51) 21% (85) 29% (116) 28% (114) 10% (39) 99.8% 
(405) 
Computers 4% (18) 12% (50) 24% (98) 39% (157)  20% (82) 99.8% 
(405) 
Handheld Game 
Consoles 
34% (138)  32% (130)  21.2% (86) 9% (38) 3% (12) 99.5% 
(404) 
Mobile Devices 13% (53) 19% (78) 29% (116) 28% (113) 11% (45) 99.8% 
(405) 
 
 
 
 Game types  
 The respondents in this sample were somewhat solitary in nature, as Table 1.4 shows. 
Single player games were the most commonly played game type with 85% of respondents 
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reporting that they played this type of game sometimes, often, or always. The multiplayer digital 
game types both online and in person were not frequently played, 51% of players never or 
seldom played local multiplayer digital games, 53% never or seldom played online competitive 
multiplayer games, and 59% never or seldom played online cooperative multiplayer games and 
MMOGs. 
 
 
Table 1.4 Percentages and Frequencies of Digital Game Type Use 
 Game Type Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always Total 
Single Player 
Games 
4% (17) 11% (46) 25% (103) 45% (182) 14% (58) 100% 
(406) 
Online 
Competitive 
multiplayer 
games 
29% (117) 24% (99) 22% (91) 17% (68) 7% (30) 99.8% 
(405) 
Online 
cooperative 
multiplayer 
games 
35% (140) 24% (99) 22% (88) 14% (57) 5% (22) 100% 
(406) 
Local 
Multiplayer 
Games 
22% (89) 29% (113) 27% (108) 19% (75) 5% (20) 99.8% 
(405) 
Massively 
Mutliplayer 
Online Games 
37% (152) 22% (90) 19% (75) 14% (56) 8% (33) 100% 
(406) 
 
 
 Location 
 Individuals in this sample sometimes, often, or always played games in private rooms 
(79%), slightly more than in shared rooms (73%) (see Table 1.4). That number was only eight 
percent for public spaces, while 64% of respondents reported never or seldom playing games in 
public. 
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Table 1.5 Percentages and Frequencies of Location of Digital Gameplay  
 Location Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always Total 
Shared Room 12% (49) 15% (61) 29% (118) 29% (119) 15% (59) 100% 
(406) 
Private Room 10% (41) 11% (44) 26% (105) 36% (146) 17% (69) 99.8% 
(405) 
Public Spaces 28 % 
(114) 
34% (138) 29% (116) 8% (31) 2% (6) 99.8% 
(405) 
 
 
 Genre 
 As with other forms of media there exists a debate over where, exactly, the lines dividing 
certain games into specific genres should be drawn. Applying a genre label to any text is a tricky 
proposition and, due to digital games’ varying aesthetic and interactive properties, this pertains 
more so. Neale (1980) describes film genres as “systems of orientations, expectations, and 
conventions that circulate between industry, text, and subject,” a definition that is as relevant to 
digital games as it is to film. The newness of digital games as a medium, coupled with the 
relatively brief period of time that scholars have focused attention on the medium, only adds to 
the difficulties that arise attempting to define genre. Kerr (2006) noted that the concept of genre 
as it relates to digital games remains under theorized. 
 In discussing the generic difficulties of digital games, Apperley (2006) invoked Bolter 
and Grusin’s (1999) remediation, or the process by which new media refashion prior media 
forms. For Apperley (2006) digital games have remained too caught up in the representational 
(aesthetic) trappings inherited film and television. Apperley advocated instead, for a system of 
genre based instead on one of the fundamental aspects of games, their interactivity, and winds up 
with four broad categories: simulation, action, strategy, and role-playing. 
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 Wolf (2002) devised his list of digital game genres not from the aesthetic features of the 
text, as he calls it iconography, but, rather, through the various forms of interactivity contained 
with a digital game. His list is extensive but ultimately rather unwieldy. It consists of 42 genres 
of interactivity, including: abstract, adaptation, adventure, artificial life, board games, capturing, 
card games, catching, chase, collecting, combat, demo, diagnostic, dodging, driving, educational, 
escape, fighting, flying, gambling, interactive movie, management simulation, maze, obstacle 
course, pencil-and-paper games, pinball, platform, programming games, puzzle, quiz, racing, 
role-playing, rhythm and dance, shoot ’em up, simulation, sports, strategy, table-top games, 
target, text adventure, training simulation, and utility. Wolf however rightly notes that many 
games feature a mix types of interactivity and as such games can often be found to inhabit 
multiple genres. 
 Herz (1997) listed eight genres of digital games: action, fighting, sports, puzzle, 
adventure, role-playing, simulation, and strategy. Poole (2000) proposes a list of nine genres: 
shoot ’em ups, racing games, beat ’em ups, sports, puzzle, platform, roleplaying, god games, and 
real time strategy games. The two lists of genres above come somewhat close to approximating 
one another, as is shown by Kerr (2006, p. 40).  
 Lindley (2003) devised a taxonomy (genres) of digital games that looks at the balance of 
narrative, ludology, and simulation, and also dichotomies of fiction and non-fiction and the 
physical and virtual. Lindley sees mapping a game across these dimensions as important from 
the design perspective, brining game designers closer to a common digital games design 
vocabulary. 
 Another approach to develop a list of digital game genres, and the approach ultimately 
chosen for this study, is to follow the genres reported by the Electronic Software Association 
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(ESA), the industry group representing the major publishers and developers in the gaming 
industry in North America. The ESA (2013) listed fourteen genres, including several that appear 
in various lists above, they are; action, shooters, fighting, sports, adventure, role playing, and 
strategy. This list also features several new genres to add to our discussion, namely casual, 
racing, flight, family entertainment, children’s entertainment, arcade, and “other and 
compilations.” 
 In this study the most popular genres of digital games when ranked by mean response 
were Strategy (M = 2.88) and Casual (M = 2.88), with Adventure (M = 2.85), Role-playing (M = 
2.85), Action (M = 2.79), and Shooters (M = 2.78) following close behind. According to the ESA 
(2014) the Action and Shooter genres were the best selling genres by units sold, so their 
inclusion near among the most popular genres of games is not particularly striking. The two most 
frequently played genres in this sample were the Strategy and Casual genres, which accounted 
for only 3.4% and 2.3% of total retail sales. This discrepancy could be caused by the increase in 
the number of computer games and mobile games that are now distributed as free to play games 
supported through online microtransactions, including popular computer Strategy game League 
of Legends and various popular mobile Casual games like Farmville or Candy Crush Saga.  
 Next, the genres of Family Entertainment (M = 2.47), Arcade (M = 2.37), Other and 
Compilation (M = 2.30), Racing (2.29), Sports (2.26), and Fighting (M = 2.16) were played 
slightly less by the individuals in this sample. It is somewhat surprising that the Sports genre was 
played infrequently, as every year the Electronic Arts’ Madden series and FIFA series and 2K’s 
NBA2K series are among the most greatest selling games of the year. Again, it is possible that 
this is due to the constitution of the sample. Sports games are most popular on home videogame 
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consoles and less popular on the computer and mobile platforms, which were favored by 
members of this sample. 
 Finally, Flight (M = 1.70) and Children’s Entertainment (M = 1.52) were played the least. 
Since this survey research as geared toward individuals over 18 year old it is not surprising that 
the Children’s Entertainment genre was played so little.   
  Putting together the above demographic and digital game play characteristics allows for 
a picture of the most common player in this sample. This person is white, 31 years old, with a 
four year degree or some college experience, no preference or affiliation with a religion, and 
liberal in their political views. The median amount of time spent playing video games each week 
was ten hours and the median amount of time spent consuming game related paratextual media 
was two hours. They primarily played on single player games in shared or private rooms on 
computers, mobile devices, and home video game consoles. 
Summary  
 The chapters that follow will examine how the gamers in this sample of individuals on 
Mturk reported aspects digital game play, emotional responses and mood management uses of 
digital games, and how they construct morality. Throughout, excerpts from the diary study will 
be used to provide context and further discussion on each of these aspects, and, in some cases, 
challenge the responses of the sample of digital game players. Chapter 2 examines video game 
player types, the specifically the usefulness of Yee’s (2006) player type components to types of 
games and genres beyond MMOGs. Chapter 3 examines emotional responses and mood 
management uses of digital games. Chapter 4 examines moral responses to digital games and the 
moral worldview that players use to filter their game experience. Chapter 5 will discuss the 
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major findings from the previous chapters, discuss threats to validity, and provide possible 
directions for future examination in this vein of research.  
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Chapter 2: Player Style 
 The conceptions around the term gamer have become an increasingly challenged idea in 
recent years, as we will discuss later. We are also only beginning to understand how people play 
digital games and the effect that the characteristics of individuals and choices they make 
regarding aspects like genre, device, and game types are influenced by player types. 
 This chapter examines the composition of digital game players. I will start by discussing 
the how gamers have been portrayed previously in the literature and the taxonomies used to 
discuss how individuals play digital games. Next, the gamer characteristics of the sample in this 
study will be discussed. I will then move to examine various gamer types and their representation 
in this sample. This portion of the study explains video game players through the styles of their 
play. After analyzing the responses from 400 individuals the player type components that were 
discussed by Yee (2006) in a survey of MMOG players was adopted for this study that sought to 
include players of a variety of different types of games. The end result was three components of 
player types that focus on: immersion in games, social use of games, and desire for achievement 
in games. These three types are by no means mutually exclusive, but, as will be discussed later, 
are helpful in describing various use patterns of digital game players. There were significant 
variations based on demographic categories (age, sex, race, and education), types of games 
played (single player, online competitive multiplayer, online cooperative multiplayer, local 
multiplayer, and MMOG), devices used (home video game consoles, computers, handheld video 
game consoles, and mobile technologies), locations of play (private rooms, shared rooms, and 
public), and, finally genres of digital games. 
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Gamer 
 The concept of “gamer” has been seen as largely integral to the culture surrounding 
digital games to such an extent that the game culture is largely explained through descriptions 
and stereotypes of gamers (Shaw, 2010). The persistent stereotype of gamers continues to be 
young, male, white, and “geeky”. Kowert, Griffiths, and Oldmeadow (2012) examined the 
collective stereotypes that have crystallized around the concept of an online gamer through 
culture and popular media portrayals. Participants self-identified as gamers or non-gamers 
reported remarkably similar social beliefs about “gamers,” however, non-gamers were more 
likely to internalize the negative stereotypes (unpopular, idle, and socially incompetent) into 
personal beliefs about gamers, while gamers were more likely to internalize only unpopularity.  
 We know, however, that the age of those that play digital games is becoming older and 
that more females are reporting digital game play then in the past (See ESA, 2013; Lenhart et al., 
2008). Royse, Lee, Undrahbuyan, Hopson, and Consalvo (2007) focused on adult women with 
varying levels of interest in and experience with digital games finding that women that played 
games the least had the least favorable attitudes toward playing video games, women that played 
games moderately used games as a distraction from their lives, and women that played games the 
most derived multiple pleasures from digital game play, including skill and competition.  
 It may also be that as Kline, Dyer-Witheford, and De Peuter (2003) suggest game 
developers are stuck in a cycle of creating games for gamers like themselves, mostly white, 
heterosexual, men, thereby possibly alienating other racial, ethnic, and gender group. These 
individuals may not self identify as “gamers” even if they meet the criteria of inclusion. In 
several instances in the journals players (both male and female) actively mentioned that they 
were not “gamers,” or were lapsed “gamers.”  
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 Recently, a very public debate about the meaning and inclusiveness of the term gamer 
has been waging in the press. The purpose of this research is not to analyze that particular event, 
however, it has called into question the importance of the term as it relates to digital games. 
Some (see Alexander, 2014; Sarkeesian, 2014) have argued in the press that say it is time to 
retire the term gamer because it is an artifact of another era where people that self-identified as 
gamers ruled the digital game sphere. Others (Sheffield, 2013) have argued that gamer is a 
“regressive” term, the product of alarmist reports in the popular media and marketing speak used 
to sell products to a once homogeneous group of young, white, males, and that it should be 
actively rejected by the people that play video games. What we see is an othering of the term 
gamer from multiples angles. Some, primarily male gamers that are deeply emotionally invested 
in what it means to be a “gamer” may feel under siege from voices outside of their worldview.  
 Women gamers have long been othered through a distinct lack of diversity in characters 
(Downs & Smith, 2009; Miller & Summers, 2007; Williams, Martin, Consalvo, & Ivory, 2009) 
and female voices in digital games and game developers, and through representations that, when 
present, are generally unflattering stereotypes. This occurs in many mainstream games that are 
developed and sold, particularly on home video game consoles and computers. 
Types of Players 
The most famous, and certainly the most used, taxonomy of player styles comes from game 
designer and researcher Richard Bartle (1996; 2004). Bartle proposed a four-category taxonomy 
of multi-user dungeon (MUD) players consisting of achievers, explorers, socializers, and killers. 
Achievers, according to Bartle, “act on the world”. Meaning that achievers seek to maximize the 
interaction with the game toward completing in game related goals and objectives. Alternatively, 
explorers interact with the world, trying to find out as much about hidden places and objects as 
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possible, and sometimes investigating the laws of the game – the code (Lessig, 2006). Socializers 
interact with other characters in the digital world. Communication and the development of 
relationships within the game environment are the most important aspect for these gamers, 
according to Bartle. Finally, there are the killers, those that act on other characters, imposing 
themselves upon the game world. 
  Andreasen and Downey (2000) created a binary choice questionnaire known as the Bartle 
Test in order to assess the player types proposed by Bartle. Through this test, which is available 
free online, players can find out their Bartle Quotients, representing their primary, secondary, 
tertiary, and quaternary playing styles. The gamer can then compare his Bartle Quotient to a 
database of players of different online games and make a choice as to which game is the most 
appropriate for the gamer (Bartle, 2004). 
 An additional categorization posited by Klug and Schell (2006) identifies nine types of 
players “each with a different need that gets met by the type of game they play” (p 91), but with 
players playing in different combinations of these types varying by the specific digital game 
being played. The nine types of players Klug and Schell outline are: The Competitor, The 
Explorer, The Collector, The Achiever, The Joker, The Director, The Storyteller, The Performer, 
and The Craftsman. Some of the above types are taken directly from Bartle (The Achiever and 
The Explorer), while some are broken apart from Bartle’s types, for instance The Joker, The 
Storyteller, and The Performer are all different aspects of Bartle’s Socializer, while still others, 
like The Director, are entirely new constructs. 
 Yee (2006) iterated on Bartle’s player types in an attempt to empirically test if the four 
types are independent. Yee found that player types do not suppress one another; rather, gamers 
may exhibit tendencies across multiple types. Principle component analysis from the questions 
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Yee posed to MMORPG gamers yielded three main components that grouped players together: 
achievement, social, and immersion. The achievement component consisted of advancement in 
the game, including progress, wealth, and power, mechanics, or an analysis of the coded rules 
and systems of the game, and competition with other players. The social component consisted of 
socializing with other gamers, forming relationships with others, and teamwork in-group 
situations. Finally, the immersion component consisted of the discovery of new and interesting 
places and ideas in the game, role-playing with other gamers in the virtual world, and 
customization of the gamer’s character’s appearance.  
 While Bartle’s player types used by Yee (2006) may have been initially created to 
specifically think about players in large population online computer games (MUDs and their 
spiritual successors MMORPGs), there is great value to seeing what does and does not translate 
to other platforms and genres of games. Aarseth (2003) stated his belief that the Bartle player 
style taxonomy works well with genres of games that are not MUDs or MMORPGs, however 
this has not been adequately examined empirically. It is possible that these types have always in 
some way translated and yet were overlooked or not applied by digital games researchers 
examining how people play digital games that are not MMOGs. Second, there has been a recent 
shift wherein digital games as entertainment media are becoming increasingly networked – 
resembling our increasingly networked society (Castells, 1996). As such, all digital games are 
now online in some way. The home video game consoles, PCs, Macs, and mobile devices that 
gamers used to play digital games now, without exception, feature a network component. Even 
digital games with a focus on a single-player storyline are more often than not designed with a 
multiplayer component allowing a player to connect to a group of friends or strangers through 
the network. It stands to reason that if digital games are becoming more multiplayer, it is quite 
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possible that the dominant paradigm and language used to think about multiplayer games is now 
more applicable across other platforms and genres. 
This led to the following research questions for this portion of the project: 
RQ1: Do the MMO player types proposed by Bartle (1996; 2004) and expanded 
upon by Yee (2006) hold up for players of multiple genres and devices? 
 
RQ2: Are player styles affected by how players prefer to play games (game type, 
device type, location, and genre)? 
Results 
  A principle component analysis (PCA) using Varimax rotation was used to determine 
relationships among the player type items in the instrument. Similar to Yee (2006) ten 
components emerged with an eigenvalue of greater than 1, with these 10 components accounting 
for about 68% of the variation. All factor loadings were greater than .4. 
 Following from Yee a PCA using Varimax rotation was conducted on the ten extracted 
components to further test component grouping. As Yee found, the test yielded three main 
components with factor loadings. In this study an eigenvalue of .7 was used, which has been 
suggested by Joliffe (1972; 1973) as a better alternative than Fisher’s eigenvalue of one. The 
rotated factor loadings were all greater than .6. The components were similar to the findings of 
Yee, however, with one change in component location. Given the similarity, the component 
names were carried over from Yee’s study. The three Player Type Components (PTC) are social, 
achievement, and immersion. Social consisted of the teamwork, relationship, and socialization; 
achievement consisted of competition and advancement, but unlike Yee, not mechanics, which 
was included in the immersion component along with role-playing, discovery, escapism and 
customization. Internal consistency using Chronbach’s Alpha was .888. 
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PTC and Demographics 
 Once I established that the Player Type Components (PTC) remained valid for more than 
MMOG players, the component scores were analyzed with different factor variables in a series 
of one-way analysis of variance. 
 First, a series of one-way ANOVAs was conducted to compare the effect of various 
demographic variables on the PTCs. Six demographic variables were tested; age, sex, race, 
education completed, political affiliation, and religion. Results can be found in Table 2.1. Of 
those demographic variables there were significant effects for age, sex, race, and education 
completed for the PTC. There were no significant relationships between political affiliation and 
religion for the PTC. The effect size for each relationship was small according to Cohen (1977).  
 
 
Table 2.1 Analysis of Variance of Digital Game Player Main Component Types on Demographic 
Categories 
 Immersion Social Achievement 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Age  4.72** .03 3.85* .03 3.29* .02 
Sex 1.34 .00 9.20** .03 22.80*** .07 
Race .15 .00 3.54** .07 4.39*** .08 
Education 2.32* .05 .81 .02 .51 .02 
Religion 1.18 .04 .70 .02 1.66 .05 
Political Affiliation 1.76 .05 1.31 .04 .62 .02 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 There was a significant effect of age on all three PTCs: for immersion [F = 4.720, p ≤ 
.01] mean scores for those ages 18-29 (M = .065) and 30-49 (M = .047) were significantly higher 
than those 50 and older (M = -.556); for social [F = 3.85, p ≤ .05] mean scores, for ages 18-29 (M 
=.179) were significantly higher than the 30-49 (M = -.149) and 50 and older (M = -.102) age 
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groups; and for achievement [F = 3.29,  p ≤ .05] mean scores ages 18-29 (.045) and 30-49 (.048) 
were similar and significantly higher than the age 50 and over group (M = -.467).  
 There was a significant effect of sex on the social [F = 9.20, p ≤.01] and achievement [F 
= 22.8, p ≤ .001] PTC. Mean scores for the social component were higher for men (M =.168) 
than for women (M = -.181), as were mean scores for the achievement component (M  = .249 for 
men, M  = -.288 for women). This would seem to indicate that the men in this sample use digital 
games as a social platform more than women. It also seems that these men are a great deal more 
achievement focused than women.  
 Race was recoded to include three categories white (83%), African American (8%), and 
other, which included the Asian, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, Native American, and Other race 
choices. This was done in order to include all members of the sample and reduce the noise within 
the data from having such small numbers of individuals from certain racial groups in sample.  
 There were significant effects for the social component [F = 7.99, p ≤ .001] and the 
achievement component [F = 12.354, p ≤ .001]. For the social component mean scores for the 
other racial category were greatest (M = .717), while scores for white (M = -.072) and African 
American (M = -.071) were nearly identical. For the achievement component scores for greatest 
for African American individuals (M = .801), with the Other racial category next (M = .414), and 
White players scoring the lowest (-.120). 
 The only significant effect of education was for the immersion component [F = 2.32, p ≤ 
.05]. Mean immersion scores for those with 4-year college degrees (M = -.175), masters degrees 
(M = -.427), and professional degrees (M = -.484) were low, while scores for individuals with a 
high school diploma (M =.271), some college (M =.170), or a two-year college degree (M =.180) 
were high.   
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PTC and Gameplay Characteristics  
 Next, a series of ANOVAs were conducted to compare the effect of various 
characteristics of gamers on the PTC. These characteristics included digital game type, digital 
game device, and location of digital game play. Again, using the guidelines of Cohen (1977) the 
effect sizes for the relationships were small. 
 The digital game types were single player, online competitive multiplayer, online 
cooperative multiplayer, local multiplayer, and MMOGs (see Table 2.2). The only significant 
effect for single player games was immersion [F = 12.14, p ≤ .001]. Mean immersion scores for 
individuals that reported never playing single player games were low (M = -1.11) and for those 
that reported always playing these kinds of games was higher (M = .421).   
 
 
Table 2.2 Analysis of Variance of Digital Game Player Main Component Types om Digital 
Game Types 
 Immersion Social Achievement 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Single Player 12.14*** .14 1.61 .02 .413 .01 
Online Competitive Multiplayer 5.49*** .07 16.11*** .18 11.59*** .14 
Online Cooperative Multiplayer 7.03*** .09 12.00*** .14 7.01*** .09 
Local Multiplayer 4.704*** .06 2.31 .03 5.28*** .07 
MMOG 15.26*** .17 10.24*** .12 1.84 .02 
Note. *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 There was a significant effect for online competitive multiplayer and online cooperative 
multiplayer digital games for all PTC. Mean scores for both types across all components 
followed a similar, recognizable curve wherein those that played those game types the least 
scored far lower and those that played the most scored much higher. 
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 Significant effects for local multiplayer were for immersion [F = 4.70, p ≤ .001] and 
achievement [F = 5.28, p ≤ .001], with scores again following the curve pattern. Perhaps the 
most surprising was that local multiplayer did not significantly influence the social component, 
including negative scores for never (M = -.193), sometimes (M = -.150), and always (M = -.021). 
 There was a significant effect for MMOGs for the immersion [F = 15.26, p ≤ .001] and 
social components [F = 10.24, p ≤ .001]. For immersion mean scores ranged from a low of -.489 
for those that never play to a high of .700 for those that reported playing MMOGs all of the time, 
but on the whole skewed high. Social mean scores for MMOGs followed a similar pattern to the 
immersion scores, insomuch as they skewed high, the social mean score for never (M = -.387) 
was low and the mean score for always was high (M = .721).  
 The device types included home video game consoles, computers, handheld video game 
consoles, and mobile devices. These results can be found in Table 2.3. 
 
 
Table 2.3 Analysis of Variance of Digital Game Player Main Component Types on Digital Game 
Devices 
 Immersion Social Achievement 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Home Videogame Consoles 8.13*** .10 .89 .01 6.96*** .09 
Computers 10.13*** .12 8.44*** .10 1.38 .02 
Handheld Videogame Consoles 8.90*** .11 2.91* .04 3.46** .05 
Mobile Devices .18 .00 1.97 .03 2.42* .03 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For home video game consoles significant effects were found for both immersion [F = 
8.13, p ≤  .001] and achievement [F = 6.96, p ≤ .001]. Immersion component mean scores ranged 
from low (M = -.636) for those that reported never playing on home consoles to high (M =.519) 
for those that always play on home video game consoles; achievement 
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 For computers significant effects were found for immersion [F = 10.13, p ≤ .001] and 
social components [F = 8.44, p ≤ .001]. Mean scores for these components were on the whole 
lower than for other types of devices. For immersion mean scores were lowest for those that 
never played using computers (M = -1.303), although they rose rather sharply for those that 
seldom (M = -.203) and sometimes (M = -.184) played video games on computers. Mean scores 
greatest for those that always did their gaming on a computer (M = .333). The range for social 
mean scores was less wide, with the lowest scores actually reported by those that seldom played 
using computers (M = -.522) the difference was small though, as never was the second lowest (M 
= -.422). Those that always play digital games on computer by far reported the greatest social 
mean score (M =.518).  
 Significant relationships were found for handheld video game consoles and immersion [F 
= 8.90, p ≤ .001], social [F = 2.91, p ≤ .05], and achievement [F = 3.46, p ≤ .01]. Handheld 
consoles were the least popular devices for play among participants in this sample (see Table 
ZZ). For the small number of people that did report use of these devices the mean scores were 
relatively high for each component: Immersion (M = .981), Achievement (M = .855), and Social 
(M = .684). This seems to indicate a small, but loyal user base for this type of device. 
 Achievement [F = 2.42, p ≤.05] was the only significant effect for mobile devices and the 
PTC. Mean scores for never (M = -.132), seldom (M = -.100), and sometimes (M = -.135) were 
low and nearly identical. The greatest mean score for mobile devices was among those that 
reported always playing (M =.411).  
 The various locations for digital game play were in a shared room, in a private room, and 
in public spaces (see Table 2.4).  
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Table 2.4 Analysis of Variance of Digital Game Player Main Component Types on Digital Game 
Play Locations 
 Immersion Social Achievement 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Shared Room 7.05*** .09 1.49 .02 .35 .00 
Private Room 4.57*** .06 5.15*** .07 2.61* .03 
Public Spaces 2.66* .04 2.98* .04 1.03 .01 
 Note. * = p ≤ .05, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For shared room the only significant effect was for the immersion component [F = 7.05, p 
≤ .01]. Mean scores for immersion were lowest among those that reported sometimes (M = -.334) 
and never (M = -.245) playing in a shared room and greatest for those that always played in a 
shared room (M= .405).  
 There was a significant effect for playing in a private room for each of the PTC. For 
immersion [F = 4.57, p ≤ .001] the low mean scores were sometimes (M = -.269) and never (M = 
-.220) and the high scores were seldom (M = .268) and always (M = .409). For social [F = 5.15, p 
≤ .001] mean scores were low for those that reported never (M = -.472) or seldom (M = -.326) 
playing in a private room and greatest for those that always played in a private room (M = .314). 
For achievement [F = 2.61, p ≤ .05] there was little range in the mean scores with sometimes 
playing in a private room (M = -.235) the lowest score and always (.204) the greatest. 
 There was a significant effect for playing in public for two of the PTC; immersion [F = 
2.66, p ≤ .05] and social [F = 2.98, p ≤ .05]. For immersion mean scores were lowest for those 
that reported often (M = -.308) playing in public and greatest for those that reported always (M = 
1.141) playing in public. For social, mean scores were lowest for participants that never (M = -
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.142) play in public spaces and remarkably high for those that reported always (M = 1.683) 
playing in public. 
PTC and Genre 
 Next, relationships between player type and genre preference were analyzed. As I 
discussed in Chapter 1, the ESRB divides games into 14 genres. A principle component analysis 
was used to determine relationships among the 14 genres. Using Varimax rotation, three 
components emerged with an Eigenvalue greater than one, with these three components 
accounting for 56% of the total variance. All rotated factor loadings were greater than .5 except 
for the other genres and compilations genre (.459). Component 1 was comprised of sports, 
shooters, fighting, racing, and flight genres. This component was dubbed the Adversarial Genres 
component. Component 2 was comprised of the role-playing, adventure, strategy, action, and the 
other and compilation genres. The unifying them of these games was the importance of story, 
therefore, this was dubbed the Narrative Genres component. Component 3 was comprised of the 
casual, family, arcade and children’s genres. As each of these genres tends to fall into the casual 
label of digital games this component was dubbed the Casual Genres component.  
 A linear regression was conducted on PTCs and the genre components (see Table 2.5). 
Analysis revealed significant models for the genres and the immersion player type [F = 49.53, p 
≤ .001; r2 = .34], the social player type [F = 5.92, p ≤ .001; r2 = .05], and the achievement player 
type [F = 34.13, p ≤ .001; r2 = .26]. For immersion, the narrative genre (β = .57, p ≤ .001) and 
casual genre (β = .10, p ≤ .05) emerged as significant predictors. For social, the narrative genre 
(β = .19, p ≤ .001) and adversarial genre (β = .13, p ≤ .05) emerged as significant predictors.  
Finally, for achievement, the adversarial genre (β = .51, p ≤ .001) emerged as the only significant 
predictor.  
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Table 2.5 Linear Regression of Digital Game Player Main Component Types on Genre 
Component Type 
 Immersion Social  Achievement 
 B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
Adversarial .04 .03 .06 .09 .04 .13* .36 .04 .51*** 
Narrative .41 .03 .57*** .13 .04 .19*** .03 .04 .04 
Casual .07 .03 .10* -.05 .04 -.07 .06 .04 .08 
R2 .34 .05 .26 
F 49.53*** 5.92*** 34.13*** 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 The purpose of this portion of the study was to examine the digital game player 
characteristics of the individuals in this sample. Digital game players certainly do not all play in 
exactly the same ways and most studies that have examined different types of digital game 
player types have primarily focused on online gamers (see Kowert et al. 2012; Williams, 2006; 
Yee 2006). This study sought to test and extend that focus by examining a wider variety of 
digital game players. The results provided insights into the composition and preferences of the 
sample of gamers. 
 First, with regard to RQ1, the principle component analysis of the gamers in this sample 
indicates that there is a great deal of crossover from the immersion, social, and achievement 
player types of MMOG players identified by Yee (2006) to a population of both online and 
offline digital game players. This would seem to uphold Aarseth’s (2003) belief that online game 
player types, like those introduced by Bartle (1996; 2004) and iterated upon by Yee (2006), 
would work across a spectrum of digital games and not merely as categories for MMOGs. It also 
gives weight to the usefulness of the PTC in identifying and discussing the ways that individuals 
interact with digital games. 
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 One potential concern was that MMOGs would be an exceedingly popular game type 
among the gamers in this sample, which could potentially give less credence to the PTC actually 
working across multiple game types. That, however, was not the case. As can be seen in Table 
2.2 MMOGs were actually one of the least popular of the five game types examined in this 
study. Immersion, social, and achievement, player types do hold up across a wider population of 
digital game players and should be considered a productive way to discuss how digital game 
players are playing digital games.  
 For RQ2 asked if the demographics and game play characteristics matter when it comes 
to how people play. The short answer is that from what we see in this sample some of these 
aspects are of importance.  
 Demographically the most telling results came from age and sex. The oldest gamers in 
the sample (age 50+) were much less likely than their younger counterparts to be identified as 
immersion and achievement type players. Further, the youngest gamers in the sample (age 19-
29) were most likely to admit to using games in a social manner. Men were also more likely than 
women to admit to using games for as a social medium. Placing more importance teamwork, 
relationships, and socialization in digital games. While it is not possible to definitively say why 
this is through this data, it does seem reasonable to speculate that part of this may stem from the 
toxic environment often found online for female gamers.  
 There were also significant relationships for the types of games played by players and the 
PTCs. Single player games and MMOGs were closely linked to the Immersion PTC. These types 
of games do tend to lean most heavily upon the constituent component aspects of immersion 
used in this measure. Many single player games lean heavily on exploring the game world and 
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inviting players to become engrossed by the narrative. As is indicated by Jason (white male, 18-
29), exploration of the world is a staple of many single player types of games:  
 “My game style continues to be categorized into searching and exploring. I 
assume that it could take me twice as long to advance to the subsequent level 
because of my need to search through every desk, cabinet, room, etc.”  
 The game types that were the most Social were online competitive multiplayer, online 
cooperative multiplayer, and MMOGs. These types, of course, are inherently social as players 
are encouraged through the design of these game types to interact with others. Playing one of 
these types leaves little doubt that you will be interacting with other players whether it be 
through chatting, helping, or shooting. Dustin (white male, 18-29) played a MOBA (Multiuser 
Online Battle Arena) a type of game known for the high level of teamwork and the high 
expectations of other players in the community. He was not the best player, but the sociality of 
the game was a large part of what drew him to the game. He reported: 
“Everyone on my team was using voicechat…even though those gamers agreed my 
understanding of the game wasn’t the best, we still had a great time playing together.”  
 The types of devices on which people play digital games are also important, with 
different devices seemingly attracting different types of players. The immersion and achievement 
PTCs were most strongly found with home video game consoles. For computers, the immersion 
and social PTCs were significant factors, but not achievement. Handheld video game consoles 
strong for immersion-type players, although significance was also found for achievement and 
social PTCs. The PTCs were not strongly linked to mobile devices, as only the achievement PTC 
was significant, although with a small effect size.  
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 From the differences in PTC and device type a picture develops for where players tend to 
congregate for certain kinds of games. The social PTC was found for users of computers, but 
mostly absent on other devices. This is specifically surprising for users of consoles, as the 
devices have taken steps to build multiplayer and social elements into the consoles in recent 
years. However, the fact remains that computers have historically been the devices that housed 
the ability to communicate with other players throughout the world – a technology only around 
15 years old in consoles – and computers are still the primary development locations for 
inherently social game types like MMOGs and virtual worlds. Three players used an MMOG or 
virtual world game for the journal, and in these journals there are constant references to others, 
seeing other people in the game, grouping with other people to complete a quest, dancing with 
other people, joining a guild for companionship and social unity, or simply just talking to others. 
This a sociality that is lacking in other types of games, but significantly we see that it is also 
lacking on other devices. 
 We must also take into account the difference in technological affordances of device 
types. Computers and home video game consoles both allow users to communicate through 
voicechat, however, text chat is still an important feature of MMOGs and other online socially 
focused games. With a controller (the most common input method for consoles) it is difficult to 
quickly type a message to others in the game (there are many add-on keyboards designed attach 
to a controller and give players the ability to type out a message, none of them work well). While 
the common a keyboard and mouse input method used on computers puts the ability to type a 
message at the player’s fingertips, literally. 
 The relative strength of immersion across home video game console, computers, and 
handheld video game console devices indicates its importance to digital game play. It is also 
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illustrative of one of the key differences between the above device type and mobile devices, from 
which the immersion PTC was completely absent. In this formulation of immersion, as a 
combination of role-playing, discovery, escapism, and customization, we see aspects of games 
that mobile devices still struggle with, for a variety of technological and economic reasons. Chief 
among these are that mobile devices are just not as powerful as their game playing cousins and 
that the economy of mobile games as constituted now rewards cheap or free games.  
 The achievement component was found with home consoles, but not computers. The 
cause of this difference is not immediately clear and a further examination would be beneficial to 
developers. Achievement was also the only component with a significant relationship to mobile 
devices. This makes some sense. While there is some diversity in the mobile game market, the 
most popular mobile games have a tendency to be simpler in terms of narrative and mechanical 
complexity and are designed for players to have two to five minutes of gameplay, although as 
was noted earlier, those quick experiences can turn into an hour sitting on the train or laying in 
bed. One of the most popular mobile games (and mobile applications) of all time is Angry Birds, 
which follows closely to this bite-sized experience and is very much a game designed for players 
to chase a high score – a very achievement-centric aim of digital game play. 
 Location was of play was not explicitly discussed in the journals. The survey responses 
provided a couple of results that were, at first glance, the reverse of what we may expect to find. 
Immersion was surprisingly greatest in shared rooms, not private rooms, while Social was 
greatest in private rooms. Social in this case is a measurement of aspects of social play through 
online mediated communication. It follows then that people would use private locations 
Achievement was rather low across the board and only significant for private rooms. 
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 Finally, we turn to the importance of genres and player types. The achievement PTC 
proved to be strongly predicted by the adversarial genres, which included the sports, shooters, 
fighting, racing, and flight genres. These types of games tend to have less in the way of narrative, 
excluding shooters, but all focus on elements of competition. Shooters may first appear to be an 
outlier in this genre grouping, however, their inclusion does make some sense. The most popular 
shooters series throughout the last decade is Activision’s Call of Duty series, as an example. 
While each of the games in the series features a single-person story mode with a narrative, that is 
often only a small portion of the amount of game time that a player engages with a Call of Duty 
game – usually 10 hours or less. Fans often look at the single-player portion of the game as an 
introduction to the main attraction of the game the multiplayer. Mark Rubin the lead at one of the 
studios that create Call of Duty games for Activision notes that average time spent in a Call of 
Duty game is nearly two hours for each session of play (Kain, 2013), those sessions of play have 
added up to nearly 25 billion hours of gameplay since 2007 (Fung, 2013). Players are spending 
far more time in the competitive online portion of the game than the narrative single player 
portion, which is why shooters wind up being grouped with other more obviously Adversarial 
Genres. 
 The goals of Adversarial Genres games tend to line up with the motivations for high 
achievement gamers. Core aspects of these games inherently focus on killing or dominating an 
opponent on a battlefield, football field, or racetrack, and the accumulation of rare in-game items 
or perks, resources, and fame on global game leaderboards and friends lists. This is also why the 
Achievement PTC was greatest for online competitive multiplayer games. 
 The immersion PTC was strongly predicted by narrative genres component, which 
included role-playing, adventure, strategy, action, and other and compilation genres of games. 
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Digital games within these genres most often focus on the aspects reflected in the immersion 
component. A prime example is The Elder Scrolls V:Skyrim (Bethesda, 2011), a game that 
situates highly customizable characters in the expansive map of the fictional fantasy setting –by 
which the game is most commonly known – Skyrim. The sheer size of the virtual world and the 
amount of lore in the game allows player to be transported into the world and also provides a 
sense of discovery – of uncovering ancient ruins, finding unique places in the game, or creating a 
novel situation for the player, such as slaying two dragons (dragons randomly appear throughout 
the game) at once while fighting off an entire fortress of bandits. As Kevin (white male, 18-29) 
put it, “It [Skyrim] is a very immersive experience.” 
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Chapter 3: Emotion and Mood 
In recent years our consumption of media has moved increasingly to the digital domain. 
The new norm is emerging in which we stream television shows and movies and download 
music instead of buying CDs. The digital games industry has not been untouched by this shift in 
consumption. While most AAA games are (for now) still purchased on physical discs, Indie 
games have flourished, taking advantage of the freedom provided by not having to work through 
the corporate digital game industry. This type of game has been at the forefront of pushing the 
boundaries of emotional experiences in digital games. For instance, Gone Home (Fullbright, 
2013) is a first person exploration in which players return home as a young woman recently back 
from traveling abroad. The main character finds the mansion in which her family lives empty, 
but not without evocative objects – cassette tapes, postcards, notepads, answering machines, etc. 
– and the emotional links that they present to her. The game is devoid of shooting, slashing, 
aliens, dragons, zombies, and the apocalypse. Rather, it plumbs the player’s emotions in ways 
that few games have before, through everyday objects and familiar feelings. 
This is not to say, however, that digital games have been completely devoid of emotional 
experiences throughout the medium’s history. Digital games have long elicited emotions like 
controller throwing fits of frustration (by far the most mentioned emotion in the diaries) and fist 
pumping moments of satisfaction (the second most discussed emotion in the diaries). For a 
generation of gamers in the PlayStation One era the permanent death of popular playable 
character Aeris at the hands of antagonist Sephiroth at a relatively early moment in Final 
Fantasy VII (Squaresoft, 1997) was an introduction to the powerful grief that could be evoked by 
digital games.  
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Recently more AAA commercial releases have sought to provide players emotional 
experiences. Chief among this growing catalog of games is large Naughty Dog’s The Last of Us 
(2013). Where Gone Home (Fullbright, 2013) evoked emotion from the player’s experience 
through the mundane interactions with familiar material objects, The Last of Us traffics much 
more in the language and clichés of digital games. As protagonist Joel you sneak, shoot, and stab 
your way through a post-apocalyptic zombie (-like creature) infested world. The remarkable 
aspect of The Last of Us is the presentation, writing, and acting of the relationship between Joel 
and his teenage ward Ellie. The game builds a deeply felt emotional bond between the characters 
in the game, and, thus, the player and the relationship between them. 
This chapter examines how gamers are experiencing emotion and mood in digital game 
play through two studies; a study of game play diaries, and a questionnaire focusing on emotion 
and mood. The qualitative portion, the game play diaries, seeks to further our understanding of 
the emotions that players are reporting while they play digital games. The quantitative portion, 
the questionnaire, provides insight into the emotions of gamers and the mood management 
functions of digital games.  
 The terms mood and emotion are often used interchangeably as individuals move through 
their lives. For the most part, scholars agree that there is a theoretical difference between the two 
terms. However, Beedie, Terry, and Lane (2005) noted that simply because we say that emotion 
and mood are different concepts does not necessarily make it so. It may be that mood and 
emotion refer to completely different constructs, or they may in fact be two words for the same 
construct. Nevertheless “most researchers interested in affect insist on distinguishing between 
them” (Davidson & Ekman, 1994, p. 94). Davidson (1994) argued that emotion biases behavior, 
while mood biases cognition. Oatley (1992) noted that emotions are related to a person’s goals 
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and beliefs and induce a change in the mental state by an event of importance. Stewart, Pavlou, 
and Ward (2002) described mood as specific feeling states and noted psychological processes 
such as attention, information processing, decision making, memory, and attitude formation are 
influenced by mood.  
 Beedie, Terry, and Lane (2005) turned their focus away from strictly operational 
definitions of mood and emotion and instead focused on folk psychology, or common sense 
ways that ordinary people describe behaviors and mental experiences. In addition to asking 
ordinary people to describe what they understood to be the difference between mood and 
emotion, this study also conducted a content analysis of the usage of the terms emotion, mood, 
affect, and feeling in the academic literature. The analysis of the academic data yielded eight 
distinct difference dimensions between emotion and mood (cause, duration consequences, 
intentionality, intensity, function, physiology, and awareness of cause), while the analysis of the 
layperson data identified the aforementioned differences plus an additional eight (control 
experience, display, anatomy, timing, stability, clarity, and valence). Further, the study found 
that most non-academics (65%) and some academics (31%) cited cause as the distinguishing 
feature of emotion and mood, specifically that an emotion was caused by a specific event or 
object and a mood occurs without a specific trigger or cause. Duration was the most cited 
difference between emotion and mood in the academic literature (62%) and the second most 
cited feature by non-academics (40%). The duration of an emotion was thought to be brief, while 
a mood was to be long lasting. Using these differences, we can say that there are distinctions 
between these two terms and that they manifest themselves in ways that are observable.  
 The relevant research questions for this chapter are: 
 RQ 3: What emotions do gamers report feeling while playing digital games?  
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 RQ 4: How do gamers use digital games to manage their moods? 
Emotion in digital games 
 There has been a continued trend in the video game industry toward crafting games that 
contain meaningful emotional experiences. Lazzaro (2012) noted that there are five ways that 
emotions impact player experiences:  
• Enjoyment from entertainment the emotional shifts that accompany gameplay.  
• Focus from the effort and attention required to experience the game. 
• Decision-making. 
• The performance of different approaches to action and execution. 
• Learning. 
 Schneider, Lang, Shin, and Bradley (2004) found that the inclusion of narrative in a video 
game positively affected the player’s identification, presence, motivations, and emotions. In 
short, they found that a game with a story caused players to become more emotionally invested. 
This may indeed be part of becoming interpellated into the role of the player of a game, as some 
games may strive for an emotional response while others may not.  
 Järvinen (2009) used the emotion categories from Ortony, Clore, and Collins (1990) to 
identify types that may prove relevant for both game researchers and the game designers. These 
include: Prospect-based emotions that form from events that occur in the narrative or from 
moments of gameplay; Fortunes-of-others emotions manifested either in the form of empathy for 
other players or characters or resentment; Attribution emotions that are reactions geared toward 
other agents in the game space; Attraction emotions evoked by the like or dislike of various 
aspects of the digital game; and well-being emotions related to the desirability or undesirability 
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of events in the game world. Järvinen then uses these types to analyze the emotional spectrums 
in Team Ico’s critical darling Ico (Sony Computer Entertainment Japan, 2001). 
 Interface with the game has been another area of inquiry into the affective aspects of 
digital games. Sykes and Brown (2003) theorized that touch was one possible avenue to quantify 
video game player affect. They conducted an experiment in which they measured the pressure 
exerted on the gamepad buttons as players played through three levels of a digital game. Shinkle 
(2008) wrote that, “gameplay is not just about represented or symbolic actions and gestures, but 
real ones, which are meaningfully and inextricably linked to perceptions, cognitions, and 
emotions (p. 910).” In the above the author was specifically thinking about the embodiment of 
gameplay in mimetic interfaces – as is used by the Nintendo Wii – versus the traditional 
gamepad or controller. However, if we take a different connotation of symbolic actions and 
gestures, one that emphasizes not the physical embodiment and nonverbal semiotics of 
controlling gameplay through actions, but, rather, the ways that the player commits actions and 
gestures toward those that populate the game world, be they other player’s avatars or computer 
controlled NPCs, we can see that these in-game experiences are also linked real perceptions, 
cognitions, and emotions.  
Emotion in the game play journals 
 In the game play journals players reported a variety of emotions. The two most played 
games in this study were The Walking Dead (Telltale, 2012), a gripping and bleak story of 
survival in the zombie apocalypse, and Dishonored (Bethesda, 2012), the story of revenge for a 
bodyguard framed for the assassination of an empress in a fictional steampunk inspired world. 
 Chief among the emotions discussed was frustration. One of the affordances of digital 
games is that players can fail repeatedly but have chance after chance for success. This type of 
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emotional reaction was present in the journals. Leroy (African American male, 18-29) said, 
“Sometimes I get mad and want to quit but I just keep going until I eventually got used to it.” 
This is indicative of how players respond to the difficult situations with which games sometimes 
foist upon them. This is largely to what McGonigal (2011) is referring when she portrays gamers 
as dedicated problem solvers.  
Frustration could also lead to cathartic release for players. The literature has been 
undecided on the applicability of catharsis to digital games players (see Dill & Dill, 1998; 
Ferguson & Rueda, 2010; Sherry, 2001). Catharis, however, was reported by Stacy (white, 
female, 18-29) in her journal:  
“Arriving to the hostile territory I just became super mad. I already restarted it 
five times. Like my rage level is so high…So just to make myself feel good, I 
played the level killing everyone. I used all my bombs, arrows, gunfire and traps. 
I just went crazy and killed as many people as I could. There was no mercy even a 
lady that was doing nothing I just stealth killed her. After the ten minutes of doing 
that, I restarted the level. It felt great. I need that.” 
 Here we see the player’s frustration boil over into “rage.” This is an anecdote shared by 
many gamers, the type of frustration that leads to colorful language and controllers being thrown. 
In this case though the player used the very mechanisms that were causing the frustration to turn 
it into a positive feeling. By the end of the passage the player noted that, “It felt great.” The 
players’ ability to restart and try again (and again and again) eventually led from a negative 
emotion to a positive emotion in this instance. 
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This is certainly not the case every time, however, as sometimes frustration is simply 
frustration and stops a player from enjoying the game. This is evident in the two examples 
below: 
“It frustrated me, so I decided not to continue trying” (Miles, African American male, 18-
29); 
“I was greatly frustrated because I wasted a substantial amount of time trying to 
complete this objective. I was very turned off by this and took some time off from 
playing” (Leonard, white male, 18-29). 
 In these cases the players recognized that there was a point at which they no longer 
wished to try and overcome the obstacle in front of them. This is also evident in the following 
example from Maggie (white female, 18-29):  
“I tried a few more times and after continuously dying, my confidence was gone 
and I got too frustrated and decided to quit before I got too mad.”  
 In this case the player noted that the confidence felt during gameplay – a positive 
emotion found in the emotional inventory (Hakanen, 1995; 2004) – is eroded by the repeated 
failure in the gameworld. This led to frustration and eventually the player quit the game. 
 The above examples contained contextual cues for intense emotional reactions. This is 
indicated by language like “rage level,” “substantial amount of time,” and “continuously dying.” 
These reactions led to, or were indicative of player frustration. One thing that is not in the scope 
of this research is when a player became frustrated enough to turn off the game, usually for some 
short time, but possibly, given enough frustration, forever. Further, Pryzbylski, Deci, Rigby, and 
Ryan (2014) noted that frustration could be leading to the increase in aggression previously 
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attributed to violent digital game content. Therefore, this is an important area of understanding 
for the various stakeholders interested in the digital games industry.  
 I was able to identify three types of frustration that manifested in the journals. The first, 
most common, type of frustration was ludological in nature, or due to moments of failure in 
playing the game (for more discussion of failure see Juul, 2013). These are represented in the 
quotes above. Another manifestation of frustration, however, was narrative frustration, or 
emotion caused by some frustration in the story of the game. As in the example below from 
Angelina (African American female, 18-29), narrative frustration could be caused by the death of 
a beloved character or a frustration over the direction of the narrative: 
“This episode more than others has made me very emotional. I was shocked and 
sad when Carly died, mostly because of how she died. I also felt bad for Kenny 
even thou I was still angry with him for not saving me at the pharmacy.” 
 The third type of frustration was technological. In this instance frustration was not caused 
by the game’s code or narrative, rather, it was due to failure of the hardware used to play the 
game. These moments of frustration were noteworthy because they were outside of the 
gameworld and seen as out of the player’s hands. For example: 
“This death was frustrating because I felt like I could have done it in time, if I 
were not on the PC. I do not have a mouse, just a touch pad on my laptop” (Ted, 
white male, 18-29). 
 I mentioned that digital game players sometimes turn negative emotions into positive 
emotions through perseverance or cathartic release. Digital games did elicit pure positive 
emotions from players, however.  
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 Players felt satisfaction, Jim (white male, 18-29) was playing the notoriously difficult 
game Dark Souls. He said: 
“I was able to defeat after a few more chances, giving me probably my most 
satisfying feeling from playing the game.” 
 In this case, Jim was fighting a boss that killed him several times. He interacts with the 
game in similar ways to what we saw above. However, the player here succeeds and does not 
acknowledge a feeling of frustration. Rather, the player feels satisfaction from successfully 
defeating the challenges posed by the game. 
 The next example from Kevin (white male, 18-29) shows the positive emotions elicited 
by digital games as part of an experience of achievement. 
“Being rewarded in video games is awesome and I definitely get some sort of 
slight euphoria from it. Contrary to that the real life world becomes depressing 
and non-rewarding.” 
 The emotion that Kevin felt in this example is unclear. “Euphoria” could indicate any or 
all of positive emotions like delight, happiness, and satisfaction. The choice of this word, 
however, indicates an intense positive emotion from achievement in the game. In addition, the 
player also mentions that this positive emotion felt different from experiences out of the game 
world, which are described as “depressing and non-rewarding.” This example speaks to the 
emotional motivations of players, a desire feel something more than is felt in everyday life. 
 Excitement was also mentioned as being felt by players. Megan (African American 
female, 18-29) noted: 
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“I have come to a point in the game where the mission become more challenging 
definitely. They are getting more intense – that sweat palm, nerve wracking 
feeling. I found myself yelling at the TV sometimes.” 
 At first glance this example might sound negative. The player mentions, “challenge,” 
intensity regarding the in-game experience – including physical manifestations of stress – and 
“yelling at the TV.” However, in the context of the journal and video game play, this was seen as 
a positive emotional experience of excitement derived from playing out fantasies in the digital 
game. 
Mood and digital games 
 Mood management theory (MMT) is one perspective used to explain individual’s 
motives and dispositions in consuming media products. Zillman (1988) expanded on cognitive 
dissonance theory by dealing “with all conceivable moods rather than with a single affective 
state, such as dissonance” (p. 328). In mood management theory individuals are considered to be 
hedonically motivated to rid themselves of, or diminish the intensity of, bad moods, while 
attempting to sustain and maintain the intensity of good moods. Put simply, the theory posits that 
individuals seek to minimize bad moods and maximize good moods.    
 Oliver (2003) notes that mass media are commonly used in a regulatory function for 
moods. To accomplish this goal a bored individual may seek to use entertainment to stimulate or 
arouse her interest, while an individual that is over stimulated will attempt to reduce his levels of 
arousal or interest. Additionally, individuals that are feeling sad or upset may turn to media that 
provide feelings of joy or cheer. Wells and Hakanen (1991) found that most respondents in their 
study of high school students used music to strengthen, energize, mood elevate, or, conversely, 
tranquilize. Knoblach (2003) offered an approach to mood management, mood adjustment 
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theory, whereby individuals consume media to set a desired mood for upcoming situations or 
goals. 
 Scholars have used MMT to study a variety of forms of entertainment. Studies have 
consistently demonstrated that media content does have the ability to alter the mood of the 
consumer. Studies have suggested that listeners are aware of the ability to use music to regulate 
mood (Hakanen, 1995; 2004; Phillips, 1999; Saarikallio & Erkkilä, 2007; Wells & Hakanen, 
1991). Knoblach & Zillmann (2002) found that subjects expressed a greater preference for 
energetic-joyful music when in a bad mood than in a good mood. Offering further support form 
MMT, Strizhkova and Krcmar (2007) found that mood, amongst other variables, played a part in 
the types of films that individuals rented at a video rental store. Kubey and Csikszentmihalyi 
(1990) found that individuals reported more television viewing the day following a negative 
mood.  
 However, a divergent line has emerged in the MMT literature that shows that hedonistic 
choices may not always be at the heart of using media to manage one’s mood. People in negative 
moods have, at times, been found to select and consume negative media (Chen, Zhou, & Bryant, 
2007; Meadowcroft & Zillmann, 1987; Nabi, Finnerty, Domschke, & Hull, 2006; Strizhakova & 
Krcmar, 2007). Indeed these findings represent quite the opposite of what researchers should 
expect according to MMT. 
 Several studies have noted differences by gender in the use of mass media to manage 
moods. Greeenwood (2010) found that men and women regardless of mood showed a preference 
for different film genres, romantic genres for women and action, suspense, and dark comedy 
genres form men. Further, sad men were the most likely to show a preference for dark comedies. 
Biswas, Riffe, and Zillmann (1994) and Knobloch-Westerwick and Alter (2006) found that in an 
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experimental manipulations of mood states and selective exposure to news content women in bad 
moods spent more time reading positive news stories, most likely in an attempt to dissipate their 
mood, and men in bad moods actually spent more time on negative news stories to sustain their 
negative mood.   
 Thus far, the studies using MMT to examine digital games have been few. Vorderer, 
Bryant, Pieper, and Weber (2006) noted that video games might pose a particular challenge in 
the application of mood management theory due to their arousing, involving, and highly 
participatory nature. It is because of these challenges that examining games using MMT is a 
worthy endeavor. Digital games have commonly been claimed to incite the arousal of aggression 
and hostility (Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Anderson & Dill, 2000; Anderson et al., 2010; 
Bushman & Anderson, 2002; Hassan, Bègue, Scharkow, & Bushman, 2013), although the extent 
of this arousal is debated (Adachi & Willoughby, 2011; Ferguson and Kilburn, 2010; Griffiths, 
1999; Sherry, 2001). Involvement is another aspect that may be of importance in this project. 
When we consume music and television it is quite possible to foreground other tasks while a 
song or an episode of Jeopardy! play in the background. With the vast majority of digital games 
this would be an impossible task. Kerr, Kücklich, and Brereton (2006) found that many 
individuals playing digital games reported being ‘in the zone,’ or what Csikszentmihalyi (2008) 
called “flow” – a state of mind that involves a paradoxical extreme engagement, but a loss of 
self-consciousness. Interactivity is one aspect of digital games that have been cited as something 
that clearly sets digital games apart from other contemporary media technologies (see Vorderer, 
Bryant, Pieper, & Weber, 2006). It should be noted, however, that gamers are not the only active 
consumers of media. Most scholarly communication research has moved far away from the 
direct effects models that see media consumers as helpless drones and a body of literature has 
 
 
 
 
57 
emerged citing the many ways that consumers are active in the consumption of media content as 
well as participating in fan cultures that create entirely new content from or based on existing 
media properties (see Cooper & Tang, 2009; Jenkins, 1992; Levy, 1987; Rubin & Perse, 1987).  
 Several recent studies have used video games as stimulus material to test and extend 
MMT. Tamborini et al. (2011) examined hedonic (arousal and affect) and nonhedonic 
(competence and autonomy) need satisfaction and found both to be complementary and account 
for variance in enjoyment when individuals played a digital game. Reinecke et. al. (2012) 
incorporated a needs-based perspective in the study of mood management. This study found that 
video games, in addition to distracting from negative moods, have the potential to repair mood 
through satisfying three intrinsic needs; autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Additionally, it 
was observed that selective was exposure was not only a distraction from negative affect, but 
also helps to drive processes of mood repair through the satisfaction of intrinsic needs, thus 
continuing a recent trend in the literature by Tamborini et al. (2010, 2011) of applying a needs 
satisfaction perspective to entertainment media.  
Mood in the game play journals 
 Mood was discussed less in the diaries than emotions, however, when mood was 
considered it was to talk about how the game fulfilled a mood management function for the 
player. The following excerpt shows MMT’s assertion that individuals decrease the intensity and 
duration of bad moods in favor of good moods: 
“Mostly I play this game when I want to be in jovial moods…I was in low spirits 
before playing the game, so I wanted something to cheer me up” (Diana, African 
American female, 18-29). 
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 In this example Diana came into the play session in a bad mood and purposefully chose 
this game to be put in a better mood.  
 The next example illustrates what Bryant and Davies (2006) call excitatory homeostasis, 
or “the tendency of individuals to select entertainment to achieve the optimal level of arousal” (p. 
183): 
“Sometimes I would be stressed out tired but I’d just suddenly have the urge to 
play Fire Emblem. It has become a source of stress release, I think” (Ting, Asian 
female, 18-29). 
 In this excerpt Ting is using the digital game as a way to mellow out and reduce stress 
levels. 
Results 
 Respondents in this study were more likely to report feeling positive emotions and ego-
centered emotions than negative emotions while playing a digital game (See Table 3.1). Of the 
individuals in this study only 13% reported Strongly disagreeing (n = 5), disagreeing (n = 11), or 
feeling neutral (n = 36) about a feeling of excitement while playing, while 58% (n = 235) agreed 
and 29% (n = 119) strongly agreed that there was a feeling of Excitement while playing a digital 
game. As is displayed toward the top of Table 3.1, Delight, Happiness, and Satisfaction followed 
similar patterns with most individuals agreeing or strongly agreeing that these positive emotions 
are present during digital game play. A majority of individuals reported feeling Passion while 
playing a digital game, with 40% (n = 163) agreeing and 13% (n = 51) strongly agreeing. 
 Individuals reported ego-centered emotions – Pride and Confidence – less strongly than 
positive emotions. However, 62% still agreed or strongly agreed that they felt confidence while 
playing digital games, and 45% agreed or strongly agreed that they felt pride. 
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 Gamers in this sample reported not feeling negative emotions while playing digital 
games. Indeed, individuals strongly disagreed or disagreed 70% of the time or more that they felt 
anger, grief, or sadness while playing a digital game. Individuals acknowledged feeling 
frustrated more than the other negative emotions, 30% (n = 122) agreed that they felt frustrated 
while playing a digital game. 
 
 
Table 3.1 Percentages and Frequencies of Emotions Reported in the Emotional Inventory 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Total 
Positive 
Excitement 1% (5) 3% (11) 9% (36) 58% (235) 29% (119) 100% (406) 
Delight 2% (7) 4% (16) 14% (58) 57% (232) 23% (93) 100% (406) 
Happiness 1% (4) 2% (6) 11% (46) 60% (242) 27% (108) 100% (406) 
Satisfaction 2% (6) 2% (8) 11% (45) 60% (243) 26% (104) 100% (406) 
Passion 10% (42) 14% (56) 23% (94) 40% (163) 13% (51) 100% (406) 
Negative 
Anger 40% (159) 30% (121) 16% (66) 13% (53) 2% (6) 99.8% (405) 
Grief 49% (200) 35% (140) 11% (43) 5% (21) 1% (2) 100% (406) 
Sadness 58% (233) 30% (123) 9% (35) 3% (12) 1% (2) 98.8% (405) 
Frustration 20% (80) 23% (93) 24% (98) 30% (122) 3% (13) 100% (406) 
Egocentric 
Pride 7% (28) 18% (71) 31% (125) 38% (154) 7% (28) 100% (406) 
Confidence 3% (12) 9% (38) 25% (102) 49% (200) 13% (54) 100% (406) 
 
 
 
Emotion and Demographics 
 Analysis of variance was then conducted on the emotion components, as well as the 
individual emotions, and the sample’s demographics. These results can be found in Table 3.2. 
There were no significant effects for the sex, race, religion, and income demographic categories. 
There were significant effects for age, education, and political affiliation. 
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Table 3.2 Analysis of Variance of Emotions and Demographic Categories 
  Age Education Political 
Affliation 
  F η2 F η2 F η2 
Positive  4.69** .02 3.22** .04 2.05* .04 
 Excitement 6.14** .03 1.17 .02 1.53 .03 
 Delight 4.55* .02 2.00 .03 1.19 .02 
 Happiness 5.57** .03 1.88 .03 2.40* .05 
 Satisfaction 11.48*** .05 1.09 .02 4.22*** .08 
 Passion 16.02*** .07 2.55* .04 1.46 .03 
Negative  5.56** .03 .26 .00 .87 .02 
 Anger 6.24** .03 .12 .00 .70 .01 
 Grief 5.00** .02 .28 .00 .85 .02 
 Sadness 9.78*** .05 .69 .01 1.50 .03 
 Frustration .13 .00 1.53 .03 .95 .02 
Egocentric  9.89*** .05 .64 .01 1.94 .04 
 Pride 8.23*** .04 1.00 .02 1.51 .03 
 Confidence 1.80 .01 .37 .01 2.14* .04 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For age there were significant relationships across all three emotion components. For 
positive emotions [F = 4.69, p ≤ .01], negative emotions  [F = 5.56, p ≤ .01], and ego-centric 
emotions [F = 9.89, p ≤ .001] those age 50 and up had lowest mean factor scores (MP = -.456; 
MN = -.412; ME = -.403) followed by the 30-49 age group (MP = -.017;MN = -.072; ME = -.152), 
with the 18-29 age group having the greatest mean factor scores (MP = .100; MN = .145; ME = 
.219). 
 For education there was only a significant relationship positive emotions [F = 3.22,  p ≤ 
.01]. Individuals that had completed up to a High School or GED diploma scored the greatest in 
the positive emotion component (M = .335). Individuals with 4-year college degree (M = -.167) 
or any amount or type of graduate school (M = -.173) had the lowest scores.  
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 For Political affiliation there was only a significant relationship for positive emotions [F 
= 2.05, p  ≤ .05]. Democrats had higher positive emotion component scores than republicans or 
others. 
Emotions and Gameplay Characteristics 
 Next, an analysis of variance was then conducted on the emotion components, as well as 
the individual emotions, and the various gamer characteristics (game types, devices, and 
location). 
 Table 3.3 displays the results for the analysis of variance for emotions and devices. 
 
 
Table 3.3 Analysis of Variance of Emotions and Devices 
  Home Video 
Game 
Consoles 
Computers Handheld 
Video Game 
Consoles 
Mobile 
  F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Positive  10.39*** .09 4.77*** .05 1.95 .02 2.17 .02 
 Excitement 10.09*** .09 5.85*** .06 4.34** .04 2.71* .03 
 Delight 8.85*** .08 4.17** .04 2.60* .03 1.11 .01 
 Happiness 7.96*** .07 6.76*** .06 3.39** .03 1.62 .02 
 Satisfaction 5.06*** .05 6.25*** .06 3.46** .03 2.17 .02 
 Passion 11.54*** .10 6.40*** .06 6.63*** .06 3.00* .03 
Negative  2.03 .02 .88 .01 4.47** .04 1.96 .02 
 Anger 2.40* .02 .57 .01 3.06** .03 1.95 .02 
 Grief .53 .01 1.76 .02 4.34** .04 1.41 .01 
 Sadness 1.48 .01 1.00 .01 7.62*** .07 .76 .01 
 Frustration 1.61 .02 .55 .01 .72 .01 2.07 .02 
Egocentric  5.46*** .05 5.31*** .05 9.85*** .09 1.99 .02 
 Pride 12.98*** .11 5.54 .05 7.11*** .07 2.72* .03 
 Confidence 5.48*** .05 4.82*** .05 7.61*** .07 3.84** .04 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For home video game consoles there were significant effects for positive emotions [F = 
10.39, p ≤ .001] and ego-centered emotions [F = 5.46, p ≤ .001], but not for negative emotions. 
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Mean factor scores for positive emotions were lowest amongst those that played seldom (M = -
.463) and never (M = -.197) and greatest for those that played always (M = .576). For ego-
centered emotions mean factor scores were lowest for those that never (M = -.333) and seldom 
(M = -.101) used home video game consoles, and greatest (M = .570) for gamers that always 
used these devices. 
 For computers there were, again, significant effects for positive emotions [F = 4.77, p ≤ 
.001] and ego-centered emotions [F = 5.31, p ≤ .001]. Mean factor scores for positive emotions 
were lowest for those that never (M = -.590) and sometimes (M = -.211) play on computers and 
greatest for individuals that always (M = .303) play on computers. Mean factor scores for ego-
centered emotions were lowest for those that never (M = -.650) use computers for digital game 
play, and greatest (.352) for those who those always use computers.  
 For handheld video game consoles there were significant effects for negative emotion 
components [F = 4.47, p ≤ .01] and for ego-centered emotions [F = 9.85, p ≤ .001].  
 There were no significant relationships for mobile devices and emotion components. 
Individual emotion variables excitement, passion, pride and confidence did have significant 
relationships for mobile devices. 
 An analysis of variants was also conducted on the digital game type preferences 
measured in this study. There were significant effects for all five digital game types for the 
positive and ego-centered emotion component categories. There were no significant effects for 
the digital game types for the negative emotions. This is shown in Table 3.4. 
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Table 3.4 Analysis of Variance of Emotions and Game Types 
  Single Player Online 
Competitive 
Multiplayer 
Online 
Cooperative 
Multiplayer 
Local MMOG 
  F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Positive  6.85*** .06 11.64*** .11 9.37*** .09 6.89*** .06 3.38** .02 
 Excitement 5.03*** .05 12.08*** .11 9.45*** .09 8.60*** .08 3.89** .04 
 Delight 7.10*** .07 7.58*** .07 5.09*** .05 6.39*** .06 2.87* .03 
 Happiness 6.03*** .06 9.60*** .09 9.93*** .09 4.85*** .05 5.06*** .05 
 Satisfaction 10.44*** .09 9.26*** .08 9.45*** .09 3.44** .03 4.89*** .05 
 Passion 5.95*** .06 20.01*** .17 19.63*** .16 7.98*** .07 8.96*** .08 
Negative  .789 .01 1.69 .02 1.79 .02 1.65 .02 .50 .00 
 Anger .68 .01 3.05* .03 2.46* .02 2.03 .02 .56 .01 
 Grief .68 .01 2.03 .02 1.76 .02 2.00 .02 1.19 .01 
 Sadness 2.45* .02 1.85 .02 1.88 .02 1.25 .02 1.42 .01 
 Frustration .29 .00 .32 .00 .22 .00 .52 .01 .42 .00 
Self  5.37*** .05 12.00*** .11 9.96*** .09 5.00*** .05 8.21*** .08 
 Pride 4.15** .04 21.71*** .18 15.87*** .14 8.56*** .08 7.37*** .07 
 Confidence 5.86*** .06 11.51*** .10 10.45*** .09 10.27*** .09 7.79*** .07 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For single player games there were significant effects for positive [F = .685, p ≤ .001] 
and ego-centered [F = .537, p ≤ .001] emotions. Mean factor scores for positive emotions were 
lowest for those that never (M = -.723) and seldom (M = -.414) played single player games. 
Individuals that reported always playing single player digital games scored the greatest mean 
factor scores (M = .246). For ego-centered emotions individuals that reported never playing 
single player games scored the lowest (M = -.809), followed by sometimes (M = -.159), often (M 
= .038), and seldom (M = .099). Individuals that reported always playing single player digital 
games scored the greatest (M = .328). 
 For online competitive multiplayer games types there were significant effects for positive 
[F = 11.64, p ≤ .001] and ego-centered emotions [F = 12.00, p ≤ .001]. Mean factor scores for 
positive were lowest for never (M = -3.53) and greatest for sometimes (M = .271) and always (M 
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= .825). For ego-centered emotions mean factor scores ranged from the lowest (M = -.441) for 
never to the greatest (M = .545) for always. 
 For online cooperative multiplayer there were significant effects for positive emotions [F 
= 9.37, p ≤ .001] and ego-centered emotions [F = 9.96, p ≤ 001]. For positive emotions mean 
emotion factor scores were lowest for those that never played cooperative multiplayer games (M 
= -.293) and greatest for those that always played digital games (M = .905). For ego-centered 
games emotion factor scores were lowest for individuals that never played online cooperative 
multiplayer digital games (M = -.342) and greatest for individuals that always played cooperative 
games (.699). 
 For local digital game play type there were significant effects for positive [F = 6.89, p ≤ 
.001] and ego-centered emotions [F = 5.00, p ≤ .001]. For positive emotions the mean factor 
scores for local digital game play type were lowest among individuals that responded never (M = 
-.357), with the greatest score for those that responded always (M = .716). For ego-centered 
emotions factor scores were lowest for never (M = -.343) and greatest for always (M = .596). 
 For MMOGs there were significant effects for positive [F = 3.38, p ≤ .01] and ego-
centered emotions [F =8.21, p ≤ .001]. For positive emotions mean factor scores for MMOGs 
were lowest for those individuals that never play (M = -.192) and greatest for those that always 
play (M = .400). For ego-centered emotions were lowest among those that never play (M = -
.328) with seldom (M = .128), sometimes (M = .138), often (M = .173) clustered in the middle, 
the mean score for always was the greatest (M = .546).  
 Next the location of digital game play was examined for significant relationship to 
emotion. The results can be found in Table 3.5. 
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Table 3.5 Analysis of Variance of Emotions and Play Location 
  Shared Room Private Room Public 
  F η2 F η2 F η2 
Positive  5.92*** .06 8.00*** .07 1.05 .01 
 Excitement 6.59*** .06 4.30** .04 1.70 .02 
 Delight 4.49*** .04 7.21*** .07 .79 .01 
 Happiness 2.72* .03 7.62*** .07 .64 .01 
 Satisfaction 5.29*** .05 8.70*** .08 1.76 .02 
 Passion 2.77* .03 11.38*** .10 1.81 .02 
Negative  2.03 .02 .79 .01 3.72** .04 
 Anger 2.11 .02 1.51 .01 2.03 .02 
 Grief 1.21 .01 .66 .01 4.27** .04 
 Sadness .42 .00 2.26 .02 3.56** .03 
 Frustration 2.93* .03 1.77 .02 2.10 .02 
Self  1.19 .01 7.36*** .07 1.73 .02 
 Pride 4.02** .04 4.81*** .05 1.95 .02 
 Confidence 4.24** .04 6.37*** .06 2.79* .03 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For shared rooms there were only significant effects for positive emotions component [F 
= .592, p ≤ .001]. The mean factor scores were lowest for individuals that sometimes (M = -.312) 
played digital games in shared rooms and greatest (M = .402) for those that always played in 
shared rooms. 
 For private rooms there were significant effects for positive emotions [F = 8.00, p ≤ .001] 
and ego-centered emotions [F = 7.36, p ≤ .001]. Mean factor scores for positive emotions were 
lowest for never (M = -.386) and sometimes (M = -.224) and greatest for always (M = .477) and 
seldom (M = .257). Mean factor scores for ego-centered emotions were lowest for seldom (M = -
.388) and never (M = -.366) and greatest for often (M = .174) and always (M = .349).  
 For public there were only significant effects for the negative emotions component [F = 
3.72, p ≤ .01]. Mean factor scores for negative emotions were lowest for those that never play 
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digital games in public places (M = -.161) and greatest for those that play often (M = .485) or 
always (M = .893).  
Emotion and PTC 
 A linear regression revealed significant models between the game player type 
components and both positive emotions and egocentric emotions (see Table 3.6). For the positive 
emotion model [F = 27.11, p ≤ .001; r2 = .21] the immersion (β = .38, p ≤ .001) and achievement 
(β = .26, p ≤ .001) components were both significant predictors in the model, but the social 
model was not a significant predictor. For the egocentric emotions model [F = 23.45, p≤ .001; r2 
= .19] the social (β = .33, p ≤ .001), immersion (β = .27, p ≤ .001), and achievement (β = .11, p ≤ 
.05) types were significant predictors, with the social and immersion components emerging as 
the best predictors in the model. 
 
 
Table 3.6 Linear Regression of Emotion Component Scores and PTC Scores 
 Positive Emotions Negative Emotions Egocentric Emotions 
 B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
Immersion .38 .05 .38*** .00 .06 .00 .27 .05 .27*** 
Social .05 .05 .05 -.01 .06 -.01 .32 .05 .33*** 
Achievement .27 .05 .26*** .10 .06 .12 .11 .05 .11* 
R2 .21 .00 .19 
F 27.11*** 1.14 23.45*** 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 A linear regression revealed significant models between the genre components and 
positive, negative, and egocentric emotions (see Table 3.7). For the positive emotion model [F = 
21.07, p ≤ .001; r2 = .13] the narrative genre component (β = .35, p ≤ .001) emerged to be the 
best predictor, while the adversarial genre component (β = .14, p ≤ .01) was also significant. For 
the egocentric emotions [F = 13.88, p ≤ .001; r2 = .10] the narrative genre component (β = .26, p 
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≤ .001) emerged the best predictor, while the adversarial genre component (β = .16, p ≤ .001) 
was also a significant predictor. The negative genre component [F = 2.62, p ≤ .05; r2 = .01], 
while significant, was by far the weakest mode explaining only one percent of the variation. The 
adversarial genre component (β = .12, p ≤ .05) was the only significant predictor in the negative 
genre components model. 
 
 
Table 3.7 Linear Regression of Emotion Component Scores and Genre Component Scores 
 Positive Emotions Negative Emotions Egocentric Emotions 
 B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
Adversarial .14 .05 .14** .12 .05 .12* .16 .05 .16*** 
Narrative .34 .05 .35*** .07 .05 .07 .26 .05 .26*** 
Casual -.01 .05 -.01 .03 .05 .03 .06 .05 .06 
R2 .13 .01 .10 
F 21.07*** 2.62* 13.88*** 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
Mood Results 
 The individuals comprising this sample indicate a tendency to use digital games for mood 
management purposes (see Table 3.8). Of the five mood management functions from Hakanen’s 
(2004) mood inventory four were skewed heavily in favor of agreement. For mellow out, 74% of 
the gamers in this sample agreed or strongly agreed that they used digital games for that mood 
management function. Similarly, individuals in this sample agreed or strongly agreed to using 
digital games to: lift my spirits, 72% (N = 291); calm down, 62% (N = 250); and strengthen 
mood, 55% (N = 228). Only Get pumped up leaned toward disagreement, with 43% (N = 177) 
disagreeing or strongly disagreeing, while 33% (N = 136) agreed or strongly agreed. 
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Table 3.8 Percentages and Frequencies of Mood Management Inventory Variables 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Lift my Spirits 5% (20) 10% (40) 14% (55) 59% (238) 13% (53) 
Calm down 6% (24) 16% (65) 16% (66) 45% (181) 17% (69) 
Mellow out 3% (12) 9% (37) 14% (58) 53% (214) 21% (85) 
Get pumped up 12% (50) 31% (127) 23% (92) 25% (102) 8% (34) 
Strengthen my Mood 7% (29) 14% (58) 22% (91) 45% (181) 12% (47) 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
Mood Management and Gameplay Characteristics 
 In order to understand the relationships between mood management functions analysis of 
variants was conducted on the mood management variables and the various characteristics of 
digital games. 
 First, devices were compared to the five mood management functions. This analysis is 
displayed in Table 3.9. 
 
 
Table 3.9 Analysis of Variance of Mood Management and Devices 
 Home Video 
Game Consoles 
Computers  Handheld Video 
Game Consoles 
Mobile 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Lift my spirits 9.01*** .08 10.91*** .10 9.46*** .09 1.74 .02 
Calm down 4.33** .04 4.41** .04 4.37** .04 2.68* .03 
Mellow out 1.83 .02 6.10*** .06 1.45 .01 1.75 .02 
Get pumped up 9.67*** .09 5.56*** .05 10.84*** .10 3.17* .03 
Strengthen my mood 8.92*** .08 5.31*** .05 7.28*** .07 2.11 .02 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
  For home video game there were significant effects for “lift my spirits” [F = 9.01, p ≤ 
.001], “calm down” [F = 4.33, p ≤ .01], “get pumped up” [F = 9.67, p ≤ .001], and “strengthen 
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my mood” [F = 8.92, p ≤ .001]. For lift my spirits, means were lowest for never (M = 3.25) and 
greatest for always (M = 4.23). For “calm down,” means were lowest for never (M = 3.20) and 
greatest for always (M = 4.03). For “get pumped up,” means were lowest for never (M = 2.60) 
and greatest for always (M= 3.77). For “strengthen my mood,” means were lowest for never (M 
= 3.04) and greatest for always (M = 4.15). 
 For computers there were significant effects for each of the mood management functions. 
For “lift my spirits” [F = 10.91, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.44) and 
greatest for always (M = 3.93). For “calm down” [F = 4.41, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for 
never (M = 2.56) and greatest for always (M = 3.72). For “mellow out” [F = 6.10, p ≤ .001], 
responses were lowest for never (M = 2.83) and greatest for always (M = 4.04). For “get pumped 
up” [F = 5.56, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.00) and greatest for always (M 
= 3.23) For “strengthen my mood” [F = 5.31, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 
2.67) and greatest for always (M = 3.77). 
 For handheld video game consoles there were significant effects for “lift my spirits” [F = 
9.46, p ≤ .001], “calm down” [F = 4.37, p ≤ .01], “get pumped up” [F = 10.84, p ≤ .001], and 
“strengthen my mood” [F = 7.28, p ≤ .001]. For “lift my spirits” responses were lowest for never 
(M = 3.33) and greatest for always (M = 4.67). For “calm down,” responses were lowest for 
never (M = 3.22) and greatest for always (M = 4.25). For “get pumped up,” responses were 
lowest for never (M = 2.50) and greatest for always (M = 3.92). For “strengthen my mood,” 
responses were lowest for never (M = 3.11) and greatest for always (M = 4.42). 
 For mobile devices there were significant effects for “calm down” [F = 2.68, p ≤ .05] and 
“get pumped up” [F = 3.17, p ≤ .05]. For “calm down,” responses were lowest for seldom (M = 
 
 
 
 
70 
3.26) and greatest for always (M = 3.91). For “get pumped up,” responses were lowest for never 
(M = 2.47) and greatest for always (M = 3.20). 
 Next the relationship between game types and mood management functions was 
analyzed. The results are displayed in Table 3.10. 
 
 
Table 3.10 Analysis of Variance of Mood Management and Game Type 
 Single Player Online 
Competitive 
Multiplayer 
Online 
Cooperative 
Multiplayer 
Local MMOG 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Lift my spirits 8.26*** .08 9.36*** .09 9.69*** .09 3.66** .04 9.25*** .08 
Calm down 2.41* .02 4.78*** .05 6.38*** .06 2.45* .02 3.55** .03 
Mellow out 2.91* .03 2.54* .02 3.97** .04 3.55** .03 2.64* .03 
Get pumped up 4.29** .04 9.05*** .08 12.49*** .11 8.74*** .08 6.79*** .06 
Strengthen my 
mood 
4.37** .04 9.59*** .09 13.28*** .12 4.96*** .05 5.36*** .05 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For single player games there were significant effects for each of the mood management 
functions. For “lift my spirits”[F = 8.26, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 3.00) 
and greatest for always (M = 4.17). For “calm down” [F = 2.41, p ≤ .05], responses were lowest 
for seldom (M = 3.24) and greatest for always (M = 3.72). For “mellow out” [F = 2.91, p ≤ .05], 
responses were lowest for seldom (M = 3.46) and greatest for always (M = 3.93). For “get 
pumped up” [F = 4.29, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.18) and greatest for 
always (M = 3.33). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 4.37, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for 
never (M = 3.06) and greatest for always (M = 3.83). 
 For online competitive multiplayer games there were significant effects for each of the 
mood management functions. For “lift my spirits”[F = 9.36, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for 
never (M = 3.25) and greatest for always (M = 4.10). For “calm down” [F = 4.78, p ≤ .001], 
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responses were lowest for never (M = 3.22) and greatest for always (M = 4.03). For “mellow 
out” [F = 2.54, p ≤ .05], responses were lowest for never (M = 3.62) and greatest for always (M 
= 4.17). For “get pumped up” [F = 9.05, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.46) 
and greatest for always (M = 3.70). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 9.59, p ≤ .001], responses 
were lowest for never (M = 3.00) and greatest for always (M = 4.17). 
 For online cooperative multiplayer games there were significant effects for each of the 
mood management functions. For “lift my spirits”[F = 9.69, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for 
never (M = 3.34) and greatest for always (M = 4.50). For “calm down” [F = 6.38, p ≤ .001], 
responses were lowest for never (M = 3.25) and greatest for always (M = 4.27). For “mellow 
out” [F = 3.97, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for never (M = 3.61) and greatest for always (M 
= 4.41). For “get pumped up” [F = 12.49, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.44) 
and greatest for always (M = 3.95). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 13.28, p ≤ .001], responses 
were lowest for never (M = 3.00) and greatest for always (M = 4.45). 
 For local multiplayer games there were significant effects for each of the mood 
management functions. For “lift my spirits”[F = 3.66, p ≤ .01]; For “calm down” [F = 2.45, p ≤ 
.05]; For “mellow out” [F = 3.55, p ≤ .01]; For “get pumped up” [F = 8.78, p ≤ .001]; For 
“strengthen my mood” [F = 4.96, p ≤ .001] 
 For MMOGs there were significant effects for each of the mood management functions. 
For “lift my spirits”[F = 9.25, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 3.30) and greatest 
for always (M = 4.12). For “calm down” [F = 3.55, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for never (M 
= 3.28) and greatest for always (M = 3.88). For “mellow out” [F = 2.64, p ≤ .05], responses were 
lowest for never (M = 3.61) and greatest for always (M = 4.06). For “get pumped up” [F = 6.79, 
p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.50) and greatest for always (M = 3.36). For 
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“strengthen my mood” [F = 5.36, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for never (M = 3.11) and 
greatest for always (M = 3.91). 
 Next, play location and mood management functions were analyzed (see Table 3.11). 
 
 
Table 3.11 Analysis of Variance of Mood Management and Play Location 
 Shared Room Private Room Public 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Lift my spirits 3.90** .04 3.51** .03 3.84** .04 
Calm down 1.44 .01 5.61*** .05 1.97 .02 
Mellow out .53 .01 4.25** .04 1.68 .02 
Get pumped up 4.09** .04 3.79** .04 2.28 .02 
Strengthen my mood 3.21* .03 5.21*** .05 3.92** .04 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For shared room there were significant effects for “lift my spirits” [F = 3.90, p ≤ .01], 
“get pumped up” [F = 4.09, p ≤ .01], and “strengthen my mood” [F = 3.21, p ≤ .05]. For “lift my 
spirits” responses were lowest for sometimes (M = 3.47) and greatest for never (M = 4.07). For 
“get pumped up,” responses were lowest for sometimes (M = 2.63) and greastest for always (M = 
3.31). For “strengthen my mood” responses were for sometimes (M = 3.15) and greatest for 
always (M = 3.75). 
 For private room there were significant effects for each of the mood management 
functions. For “lift my spirits” [F = 3.51, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for seldom (M = 3.34) 
and greatest for always (M = 3.93). For “calm down” [F = 5.61, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest 
for seldom (M = 3.11) and greatest for always (M = 3.83). For “mellow out” [F = 4.25, p ≤ .01], 
responses were lowest for sometimes (M = 3.54) and greatest for always (M = 4.12). For “get 
pumped up” [F = 3.79, p ≤ .01], responses were lowest for never (M = 2.58) and greatest for 
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always (M = 3.23). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 5.21, p ≤ .001], responses were lowest for 
never (M = 3.00) and greatest for always (M = 3.72). 
 For public spaces there were significant effects for “lift my spirits” [F = 3.84, p ≤ .01] 
and “strengthen my mood” [F = 3.92, p ≤ .01]. For “lift my spirits,” responses were lowest for 
seldom (M = 3.66) and greatest for always (M = 4.00). For “strengthen my mood” responses 
were lowest for never (M = 3.06) and greatest for always (M = 3.83). 
Mood Management and PTC 
 An analysis of variance was conducted to examine the relationship between the PTC and 
mood management functions. The results are displayed in Table 3.12. 
 
 
Table 3.12 Analysis of Variance of Mood Management and PTC Scores 
 Immersion Social  Achievement 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Lift my spirits 14,42*** .16 2.21 .03 3.17* .04 
Calm down 7.35*** .09 2.23 .03 3.41** .04 
Mellow out 5.72*** .07 1.28 .02 5.11*** .07 
Get pumped up 8.58*** .11 2.73* .04 7.99*** .10 
Strengthen my mood 12.11*** .14 4.51** .06 4.76*** .06 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For immersion there significant effects for each of the mood management functions and 
overall the largest effect sizes of the PTC. For “lift my spirits” [F = 14.42, p ≤ .001], mean scores 
were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.978) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .791). For 
“calm down” [F = 7.35, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.849) 
and greatest for strongly agree (M = .483). For “mellow out” [F = 5.72, p ≤ .001] mean scores 
were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -1.046) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .388). For 
“get pumped up” [F = 8.58, p ≤ .001] mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = .-
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.526) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .765). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 12.11, p ≤ 
.001] mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.775) and greatest for strongly agree 
(M = .794). 
 For social there were significant effects for “get pumped up” [F = 2.73, p ≤ .05] and 
“strengthen my mood” [F = 4.51, p ≤ .01]. For “get pumped up” mean scores were lowest for 
strongly disagree (M = -.308) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .503). For “strengthen my 
mood” mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.365) and greatest for strongly 
agree (M = .566). 
 For achievement there were significant effects for each of the mood management 
functions. For “lift my spirits” [F = 3.17, p ≤ .05] mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree 
(M = -.456) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .376). For “calm down” [F = 3.41, p ≤ .01] 
mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.442) and greatest for strongly agree (M = 
.380). For “mellow out” [F = 5.11, p ≤ .001] mean scores were lowest for strongly agree (M = -
.777) and greatest for disagree (M = .369), with strongly agree (M = .342) as the next greatest 
response. For “get pumped up” [F = 7.99, p ≤ .001] mean scores were lowest for strongly 
disagree (M = -.547) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .689). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 
4.76, p ≤ .001] mean scores were lowest for disagree (M = -.444) and greatest for strongly agree 
(M = .500). 
Mood Management and Genre  
 Analysis of variance was also used to examine the relationship between the genre 
categories and the mood management functions (see Table 3.13). There were significant effects 
across the five mood management functions in both the adversarial and narrative genre types. 
There were no significant effects for the mood management functions for the casual genres. 
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Table 3.13 Analysis of Variance of Mood Management and Genre Component Score 
 Adversarial Narrative Casual 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Lift my spirits 3.56** .04 15.15*** .13 .68 .01 
Calm down 5.07*** .05 8.18*** .08 1.20 .01 
Mellow out 4.25** .04 9.54*** .09 1.35 .01 
Get pumped up 8.78*** .08 11.42*** .11 1.81 .02 
Strengthen my mood 5.24*** .05 10.22*** .10 .84 .01 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For the Adversarial genre type there were significant effects for each of the mood 
management functions. For “lift my spirits”  [F = 3.56, p ≤ .01], mean scores were lowest for 
strongly disagree (M = -.606) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .338). For “calm down” [F = 
5.07, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.664) and greatest for 
strongly agree (M = .243). For “mellow out” [F = 4.25, p ≤ .01], mean scores were lowest for 
strongly disagree (M = -.827) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .240). For “get pumped up” 
[F = 8.78, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.465) and greatest for 
strongly agree (M = .407). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 5.24, p ≤ .001], mean scores were 
lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.453) and greatest for strongly agree (F = .363). 
 For the Narrative genre type there were significant effects for each of the mood 
management functions. For “lift my spirits” [F = 15.15, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for 
strongly disagree (M = -.659) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .828). For “calm down” [F = 
8.18, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.684) and greatest for 
strongly agree (M = .525). For “mellow out” [F = 9.54, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for 
strongly disagree (M = -.993) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .486). For “get pumped up” 
[F = 11.42, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest for strongly disagree (M = -.325) and greatest for 
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strongly agree (.996). For “strengthen my mood” [F = 10.22, p ≤ .001], mean scores were lowest 
for strongly disagree (M = -.578) and greatest for strongly agree (M = .633). 
Discussion 
 With regard to RQ3, demographically there was little significant variation emotionally 
and through mood management among the participants in the survey research. There were, 
however, differences among different age groups based on the category of emotion (positive, 
negative, and egocentric). The youngest age group in this study, ages 18-29, were more likely to 
identify positive emotions, negative emotions, and egocentric emotions, while the oldest, ages 50 
and up, were far less likely to admit to strongly identifying those emotional categories. It is not 
immediately clear why this age divide exists.  
 When we look at the both the emotional categories and the individual emotions in this 
study across the different digital game characteristics the participants not feeling negative 
emotions stands out when compared to positive emotions or egocentric emotions. Gamers largely 
reported agreeing or strongly agreeing that they felt positive emotions and pride while playing 
digital games and disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that they felt anger, sadness, or grief when 
they played digital games. Frustration was slightly more prevalent in this sample than other 
negative emotions, but still skewed toward disagreement. 
 The series of analysis of variance indicates that there are differences between the positive 
and egocentric emotions and negative emotions and how often certain digital game types are 
played. Nearly across the board there are significant variations for positive and egocentric 
emotions. In almost each case those respondents that played those game types the least scored 
the lowest, while those that played those game types the most scored the greatest. This in itself – 
that if you play a certain type of game you are more likely to feel emotions than if you do not – 
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seems to be commonsense, except that this pattern does not appear for negative emotions. The 
ANOVAs indicate that there is, in fact little variation with negative emotions and the types of 
games that individuals in this sample report playing.  
 We see a similar pattern that emerges among with video game consoles and computers. 
People that play these device types the most report feeling positive and egocentric emotions, but 
not negative emotions.  It is also interesting that this does not include mobile devices. It is likely 
that this is due to the types of games that are found on video game consoles and computers, and 
mobile devices. 
 Further, there is a noticeable discrepancy of negative and positive emotions between the 
survey research and journal research. In the qualitative study players frequently discussed the 
presence of negative emotions while they played a digital game. Frustration and anger were a 
frequent topics of discussion in the journals, as were feelings of sadness during certain moments 
of gameplay or in the narrative of the digital game. The key difference was that in the 
quantitative study there is largely an absence of negative emotions.  
 The linear regression analysis also displays the absence of negative emotions in the 
Mturk sample. In both the emotion-player component type model and the emotion-genre 
component type model negative emotions explain very little of the variations in the models. The 
immersion player type is a strong predictor in both the positive and egocentric emotions. 
 It’s difficult to pinpoint why this difference exists between the two studies. It could be the 
result of the retrospective nature of the survey instrument and the more immediate recall required 
by the journal study. From that, it is possible that positive emotions are more salient and linger 
with gamers for longer than negative emotions, so when asked to recall emotions that have 
happened in the past gamers naturally focus on the positive emotions that they feel when they 
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play. Or, it could be that negative emotions are more urgent in the short term, and, thus, more 
likely to be reported by players in the journal study. 
 As for RQ4, it is entirely possible that players are simply not as aware of their mood 
states while playing a game. This could possibly stem from being immersed within a digital 
world or within the narrative. It could be that the immersion that is a part of digital game play 
helps to mask our moods, but stimulates our emotions.  
 There were many mood management functions that players reported for digital games in 
the survey research, however. Players that most reported the use of a digital game type – single 
player, competitive online multiplayer, cooperative online multiplayer, local multiplayer, and 
MMOGs – also use them to perform a variety of functions. It certainly appears that even similar 
types of games can be used in vastly different ways to manage mood.  
 This also is the case with regard to mood management and genre. Individuals that 
manage their moods though games are drawn to the adversarial and narrative genre types, but 
there were no significant differences for how players managed moods through casual games. A 
similar pattern emerged with regard to mood management and PTC, where the immersion and 
achievement components significantly related to mood management functions. The pattern 
emerged where, for the most part, players with high mean scores in immersion and achievement 
were most likely to respond that they used all of these mood management functions when they 
play digital games. For social players there were only significant differences for “get pumped 
up” and “strengthen my mood.”   
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Chapter 4: Morality 
 The goal of the morality portion of this research agenda was to understand how various 
differences in digital game characteristics were reflected in players’ moral lives. Using the 
journals and the 30-item moral foundation questionnaire (MFQ30) a clearer view of how 
morality is constructed by players in-game and outside of the game world comes into focus. The 
relevant research questions for this chapter were:  
 RQ 5: Do players of different demographic backgrounds value different moral 
 modules? 
 RQ 6: Do players moral modules affect the various digital game play characteristics? 
 RQ 7: Is morality affected by player type? 
 RQ 8: Is morality affected by emotion? 
 Morality has become an increasingly important marketing point for games. However, 
gamers have come to recognize that the moral situations that most games present are rarely 
dynamic enough to explore the depths of morality. As Marty (white male, 18-29) put it: 
“I find morality in games an interesting mechanic that is hard to get right and easy 
to get wrong. Games like Fable use morality as a selling point but really it just 
gives you two paths and you just need to choose one. If anything it takes any real 
thought out of it. I think a good morality system in a game is subtler, where you 
can do a lot of things but they don’t call attention to your action by giving you 
horns or a halo.” 
 The Fable series has been one of the primary examples of a digital game that uses 
morality in their marketing speak. As is shown above, many gamers lament the fact that the 
morality mechanic in Fable games boils down to a binary  – good or bad – system with very little 
 
 
 
 
80 
room for the shades of gray that put weight on deliberations of morality. As Heron and Belford 
(2014) noted, moral choices in digital games are often more like narrative window dressing and 
lack a real sense of moral weight and consequence. 
 We can think about digital games as a kind of moral space, a kind of moral compass 
where our identities point toward what we stand for and what we consider good (Porpora, 2001) 
and noted that morality, and moral space, is greatly influenced by emotions. For Porpora, 
“emotions are orientations of care toward the world…practical judgments by which we state with 
our lives how it is we personally stand in relation to the objects of our emotions (p. 59).”  Games 
are a kind of moral space that allows us to play with the waypoints of our compass and think 
about our orientations of care. Players may sometimes reinforce strongly held beliefs or may 
choose to role-play using a different moral compass. Either way, players have a sense of what 
they believe – in which direction their compass points – and most players are aware that the 
choices available in many digital games are pointing toward a certain play style (as in Mass 
Effect’s (Microsoft Game Studios, 2007) Paragon or Renegade system). This certainly does not 
preclude digital game play as reinforcement or subversion of moral beliefs as lacking the ability 
to shift the moral compass. It in fact may be a safe area, an example of the magic circle (see 
Huizinga, 1955; Juul, 2005; Salen & Zimmerman, 2004), where players are able to test and 
recalibrate orientations of moral and emotional importance. 
 It seems, however, that most gamers do not use this moral space to engage in such sage 
moral play. Lange (2014) found that, when confronted with a binary in game moral choice (as in 
the Fable example above), 65% of the players in an online sample usually or always engage in 
game related choices of morality as they would in their real lives, essentially using their own 
“real world” moral compass as the “in game” moral compass during their first play through of a 
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game. In the sample many fewer players reported playing through a game multiple times, but 
those that did admitted to playing the “bad guy” on the second play through. Lange (2014) 
argued (somewhat tongue-in-cheek) that gamers are actually too nice and that by not engaging in 
the evil path in digital games individuals are missing out on the interesting moral problems 
created by games and that they fail to test their emotional boundaries. 
 Sicart (2009a, 2009b) argued that video games are ethical objects composed of game 
systems and game worlds and that video game players are subjects, with ethical capacities 
comprised both inside and outside of the game world and system, created through experience 
with the world and systems of a video game. Sicart noted the importance of game design and the 
ethics that are embedded within the code by the designers and developers that create the game.  
 Sicart (2009a) provided a typology of ethical game design, which utilized two categories, 
open and closed ethical designs. An open ethical design allows the player’s values to influence 
the game world in some way. Sicart further divided this category into open system designs, 
where the game’s system adapts to player choices, such as adding up Paragon (good guy) and 
Renegade (bad guy) choice “points” in Mass Effect (Microsoft Game Studios, 2007), and open 
world designs, where the game world changes and adapts with a player’s decision, such is the 
case with Dishonored (Bethesda, 2012). It should be noted that a game like Fallout 3 (Bethesda, 
2008) features both an open system and an open world.  
 A closed ethical design is one where the values of the player do not have an influence on 
the game world. Sicart (2009a) divided this category into subtracting, wherein players are cued 
through the game design to the ethical experience of a game despite bringing their own 
interpretations, and mirroring where players are forced to adopt the (often questionable) ethics of 
the game world. For instance, I might find the infamous airport level in Call of Duty: Modern 
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Warfare 2 (Activision, 2009) known as “No Russian,” to be morally deplorable, as this level 
casts players as a CIA operative infiltrating a terrorist cell and then asked to aid in the murder of 
innocent civilians standing in line at a Russian airport. However, no matter the choice I make – 
to gleefully or reluctantly participate in the slaughter, to play the level but not shoot innocent 
civilians, or to skip the level (an option added by the developers after outcry from the popular 
media condemning the level) – the narrative of the game continues unabated. 
 One particular difficulty then, is that it is quite possible for some players to see a situation 
grounded in morality, while others see the best solution to a puzzle, or a situation where morality 
never enters into the players’ decision-making process. As Appiah (2008) noted, often the 
decision of what is or is not considered to be a moral situation is, in fact, where the heaviest 
lifting is done. In case of the “No Russian” level it was the intention of the developers to have 
the players “feel something” (Totilo, 2012), which evokes both an emotional reaction and the 
moral weight given to the in-game events. In some cases the intention to create this feeling of 
moral weight in players worked and in others it was less successful. 
 Further, players are sometimes initially unaware of the morality, or the moral situations, 
of a digital game. Look at the following example from a diary: 
“…in “Hitman” [Absolution (Square Enix, 2012)], that is a story in itself. There is 
no morality in this game. The whole point is to take everyone out to get from 
point A to point B. If a player is savvy enough, all they have to do is kill one 
person, and then put on a disguise until the next obstacle. 
…Up until this board I thought that the game was just a bunch of pointless, secret 
service shooting. However, agent 47 actually has a conscious that works in the 
favor of others, and not just the service that he works for. Although he killed his 
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former friend/ work agent, he took her up on her final wish to him. That was to 
pick up and protect the little girl that she was keeping away from the agency’s 
hands.  There is morality in the game as to what is right and wrong, contrary to 
my former statement” (Crystal, African American female, 18-29). 
 The player begins by saying that early in Hitman Absolution there is no morality, the 
player simply moves from level to level completing your mission – it’s called Hitman for a 
reason, that mission involves killing someone. As she moved through the narrative of the game it 
became apparent that, while there is not direct don’t control of the morality of the game, there is 
a moral logic at play. The killing in Hitman Absolution is not indiscriminant, rather, there is a 
code that the main character, and thus the player, is made to follow. If, as Appiah (2008) noted, 
one of the most difficult parts of morality is recognizing a moral situation, then once we begin to 
distinguish where that moral space appears it provides more opportunity for players to examine 
the points on our moral compass. In this way morality is about choice of not just what is moral, 
but when is it moral. A closed ethical design game like Hitman Absolution illustrates that players 
can learn as much about their moral compass by being forced to view morality from a certain 
perspective as they can when they are given moments of choice in a game. 
 When players do have the ability to play with the moral space of a game they may assess 
these situations by applying normative (moral) reasoning or prudential (non-moral reasoning). 
Normative reasoning is not concerned with means and ends, but, rather, with affirmation of or 
conformity to certain values or principles (Jenkins, Nikolaev, & Porpora, 2012). Prudential 
reasoning, on the other hand, is oriented toward the actors’ own well being and is: Egocentric, in 
that appeals to an actors’ own self-interest; Instrumental, in that it is focused on means and ends; 
Oriented toward contingencies, or favorable cost benefit ratios (Porpora, Nikolaev, Hageman, & 
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Jenkins, 2013). Porpora (2001) noted that we largely perceive of morality as procedural today 
and as something that constrains us. We may think morally about the means that are used to 
pursue our ends but we pay less attention to the morality of those ends. Many games heavy on 
choice and dialogue present a variety of statements for the player to choose when responding to 
certain situation or in a conversation. In the popular Mass Effect series of games during the 
course of saving the galaxy from a race of ancient sentient machines makes choices on who to 
save, love, kill, or aid. These choices are presented to the player by the developer in a moral 
framework; is the player a ‘Paragon’ (good) or ‘Renegade’ (bad)? Based on information from the 
developer of Mass Effect 2 (Electronic Arts, 2010) we know that 36% of players chose the 
‘Renegade’ option at the end of the game (Tan, 2010), however, we have no way of knowing 
whether this choice was made for instrumental or normative reasons, or the moral-ethical 
framework the player may have applied when making a normative decision.  
 It could also be that the moral force of choice in digital games is being subdued or 
morally muted. In moral muting the moral considerations of a communication (in this case the 
choice in the game) become blunted to the point that they are not clearly received. This 
sometimes even subverts or disguises moral message of the communication (Nilo;aev & Porpora, 
2008; Porpora et al., 2013). The game Bioshock (2K Games, 2007) has been highly praised for 
its narrative and philosophical underpinnings – partially inspired by the works of Ayn Rand – 
and the design of its game world – a city beneath the sea called Rapture featuring art deco 
architecture. It has also received criticism that the story and world do not connect to the 
mechanics of the game in a meaningful way, what Hocking (2009) terms ludonarrative 
dissonance. The morally deliberative component of Bioshock indeed suffers from moral muting. 
The two of the most important denizens of Rapture are the genetically altered and mentally 
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conditioned girls, known as Little Sisters, and their giant, lumbering, diving suit wearing, 
bodyguards, called Big Daddies. When a Big Daddy is defeated and a Little Sister is captured the 
player is presented with an opportunity to kill the Little Sister, gaining a permanent boost in 
important statistics to the player character (ADAM in the parlance of the game), or spare her, and 
reap a treasure trove of items delivered by the saved little girls. The problem is that by making 
the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ choices equally desirable it takes the moral/ethical weight out of the 
player’s decision (Sicart, 2009b). While it may be fair to the players that venture down either 
path, it effectively mutes any moral force gained by saving or killing the Little Sisters. The 
following is a description of this decision by Aaron (white male, 18-29):  
“In order to harvest or rescue a Little Sister, you must defeat its protector, known 
as the Big Daddy. Before fighting the Big Daddy, I wait until he summons a Little 
Sister, that way I can collect ADAM. This is where a moral choice comes into 
play. Harvesting the Little Sister will give me 160 ADAM or rescuing here will 
give me 80 ADAM. Harvesting kills her and rescuing takes the possession out of 
her…So I think this game would be a true challenge to beat it on hard without 
harvesting any Little Sisters so instead, I am choosing to harvest every little sister 
in the game” 
 The situation is couched by the player in the language of a moral choice, save the Little 
Sister or harvest her, however, when they describe the outcomes of this decision it becomes quite 
clear that this has nothing to do with morality to the player, in this case it is a prudential decision. 
So why is that mention of morality there at all? One possible explanation is that Aaron 
recognizes this as a moral situation but has chosen to ignore it in favor of the prudential 
reasoning outlined below in the quote, not harvesting would make the game more difficult. It 
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could also be that the player only mentions the morality of the choice because it is recognized 
from paratextual elements surrounding the game, which have imposed a sense of morality that is 
not shared by the player, but is implied by the digital gaming media and culture. 
 Further, we can imagine a scenario where the player killed the Little Sister and got the 
reward as it is now, or spared the Little Sister and received no reward other than the knowledge 
of sparing lives. Some may deride this imagined scenario as poor game design, in that it fails to 
balance outcomes for players, but as game designer Sid Meier noted (in Alexander, 2012 para. 
1), “games are a series of interesting choices.” This would not only provide an interesting choice 
for the player, but also, in essence, be the opposite of moral muting – giving great voice to the 
moral force of the player’s decision.  
 Returning to my earlier example of Mass Effect (Microsoft Game Studios, 2007), just as 
it would be beneficial for designers and developers to have an understanding of whether gamers 
were rationally thinking through a given choice, it would also be useful to know if they were not 
thinking about the rationally whatsoever. If instead the intuitionists are correct and moral 
dumbfounding is occurring then developers would gain from the knowledge that players are 
making decisions from their “gut” rather than their heads. 
 The Walking Dead (Telltale Games, 2012) is a digital game developed from the setting 
and characters of the transmedia property of the same name, which originated with graphic 
novels before expanding to an top rated cable television show, and then digital game. Players of 
The Walking Dead are made to survive the zombie apocalypse, however, the game is not a 
shooter (although there is some shooting, this is the zombie apocalypse after!), but instead a 
point-and-click game much more akin to choosing one’s own adventure from different paths set 
by the developers. The Walking Dead game was released in five episodes throughout 2012. It 
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was the most popular choice among the participants of the journals likely stemming from the 
critical attention including several Game of the Year awards that were announced around the 
time that players were choosing their games for the journal study. 
  At the beginning of the game players are warned that the choices that they make matter 
and will affect the story and world of The Walking Dead. Players are also reminded while 
playing the game that the decisions that they make have repercussions. These decisions help to 
shape the main character of Lee to the player’s specifications. For many players new to this type 
of point-and-click“ish” adventure games this comes as quite a shock. For instance, giving food to 
one character over another results in text that appears on the screen alerting the player that the 
characters will remember that decision. In this example the player discuss which characters they 
gave food to in this scenario: 
“I had to make a decision about whom I would give the last four pieces of food to 
and I chose to feed Clementine, Duck, Ben, and Mark because he was the one 
who supplied us with the food to begin with…” (Ted, white male, 18-29). 
 It is worth noting that the first three characters that the player gave food to were the 
youngest in the group in The Walking Dead. Even though they do not expressly mention it, it 
would appear that the player is implying a moral imperative to protect the weak, in this case 
children, as well as a sense of fairness – since Mark supplied the food he receives some of the 
bounty of granola bars! 
 For many decisions The Walking Dead utilizes a counter that alerts players to the fact that 
they only have seconds to make a choice about, for instance, whether to save one character from 
zombies over another character when there is only time to come to the aid of one ally. Many 
 
 
 
 
88 
players reported an initial shock at the game forcing them to make a decision in a short amount 
of time.  
 It may be that through utilizing a counter to dictate when decisions must be made the 
developers are actually forcing the players into an intuitive response, as players must make an 
emotional and automatic reaction instead of stopping and deliberating. It seems possible that 
whether the players of a digital game play in a rational or intuitive way is actually indicative of 
game design choices as much as player disposition and preference. 
 And we again see a players talking about morality but abandoning the moral weight of 
their thoughts, in this case for an emotional reaction that is also couched in prudential reasoning: 
“The game gives me the option to either save Shawn or Duckie from the zombies. 
This was a moral choice for me, yet I quickly make the decision that the right 
thing to do is saving Shawn. I also chose to save Shawn because I truly hate 
Kenny’s son” (Aryan, Indian male, 18-29). 
Duck is a child and Shawn is a healthy young man – he would certainly be of 
more use in the zombie apocalypse. It turns out that no matter the choice you make here 
Duck survives and Shawn dies. Limiting the impact that this moral decision has on the 
game world. 
Moral Foundations Theory 
 One empirical approach to morality posited an intuitive response to moral judgments. 
The intuitionist perspective states that individuals make sudden moral judgments of good or bad 
or right or wrong, when faced with moral situations (Haidt, 2001) and, according to this 
perspective, provide ex post facto rational explanations for their moral judgments. In other words 
we do not deliberate morally, rather, we make quick moral judgments, largely based on emotions 
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and then fill in our answers in order to make them coherent with our worldview. Haidt (2012) 
uses the metaphor of a rider on an elephant. With the elephant (the unconscious mind) allowed to 
more or less go where it pleases with the rider (the rational conscious brain) keeping some 
limited control over the elephant. In this way, it is a flipped model from moral reasoning, 
accounting for moral decision making after the fact. 
 For moral psychologists our brains have evolved in way that favors moral thinking, thus 
are brains have become hardwired for moral emotions (Greene and Haidt, 2002; Haidt 2001). 
Moral emotions include shame, guilt, embarrassment, anger, contempt, disgust, elevation, and 
gratitude (Tangney, Steuwig, & Mashek, 2007). Moral psychologists see intuitions as driving 
these emotions and, therefore, posit that moral thinking is mostly non-rational and unconscious. 
Tamborini (2011, p. 39) noted “the audience response commonly observed in entertainment 
seems better characterized as an automatic ‘gut’ reaction, where immediate emotional response 
occurs without careful consideration.”  
 To illustrate this point Haidt (2012) has used several examples, such as; a man having sex 
with a chicken and then killing and eating it; and a brother and sister that engage in incestuous 
sexual relations while on holiday, but take precautions to avoid pregnancy. When individuals are 
asked to discuss their thoughts on these scenarios they tend to elicit an emotional response of 
disgust over the perpetration of the act and note that the actions are morally wrong. However, 
they have a difficult time providing further reasons as to why they find it wrong – a phenomenon 
that Haidt (2001) termed moral dumbfounding. Haidt believes that this dumbfounding of rational 
moral thought is at play in the above scenarios and that emotions and automatic reactions are 
what drive moral actions.  
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 Moral foundations theory (MFT) is one tool used to describe the vast differences in 
understanding what is and what is not moral that can be observed in individuals that have liberal 
or conservative political outlooks (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Haidt, 2012). In MFT morality is 
divided into five moral modules:  
• Harm/care: basic concerns for the suffering of others, including virtues of 
caring and compassion. 
• Fairness/reciprocity: concerns about unfair treatment, inequality, and more 
abstract notions of justice. 
• Ingroup/loyalty: concerns related to obligations of group membership, such 
as loyalty, self-sacrifice and vigilance against betrayal. 
• Authority/respect: concerns related to social order and the obligations of 
hierarchical relationships, such as obedience, respect, and proper role 
fulfillment. 
• Purity/sanctity: concerns about physical and spiritual contagion, including 
virtues of chastity, wholesomeness and control of desires. (Haidt, Graham, & 
Joseph, 2009) 
 According to Haidt and Graham (2007) individuals with liberal political views rely solely 
on the first two modules while formulating their moral views, while politically conservative 
individuals rely on all five modules. Tamborini (2011) developed a model of intuitive morality 
and exemplars (MIME), to explain the influence of MFT and media on long-term and short-term 
moral-emotional processes. He predicts that in the long-term individuals may be influenced by a 
kind of morality agenda setting, where certain moral module’s and exemplar’s importance is 
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increased through media focus, while in the short-term individuals will identify with characters 
and narratives that align more closely with their own personal moral module system.  
 Joeckel, Bowman, and Dogruel (2012) created a model using MFT to predict the moral 
salience of decisions made in digital games. The study found that an increased moral salience led 
to less moral violations, while a decreased moral salience led to a random distribution of moral 
violations. The implication is that players respond to both the in-game scenarios and narrative 
and an internal sense of morality. Thus, when a game excessively violates a player’s sense of 
morality – the moral compass in the terminology of the discussion at hand – the player responds 
to the scenario with his or her own sense of morality. Weaver and Lewis (2012) similarly found 
that players treated moral scenarios in Fallout 3 as if they were happening outside of the game in 
real interpersonal scenarios.  
Results 
 In this study a sample of individuals on Mturk was asked to answer question in the 
MFQ30. To create the moral module foundation scores the six items that compose each of the 
five different moral modules are computed and averaged together in SPSS, creating a mean score 
for each moral module. Mean scores for the Harm/Care module (4.65) were greatest, followed by 
the Fairness/Reciprocity module (4.59), Ingroup/Loyalty module (3.48), Authority/Respect 
module (3.69), with Purity/Sanctity modules scores being the lowest (3.29). It would, therefore, 
appear that this sample population of gamers on Mturk looks much more like the liberals 
described by Haidt and Graham (2007). The individuals in this sample are relying much more on 
concerns of harm and fairness. 
 Internal consistency (Chronbach’s Alpha) for six-item scales ranged from .635 to .866. 
The scores were: Harm/Care (α =.680) Fairness/Reciprocity (α = .635) Ingroup/Loyalty (α 
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=.758) Authority/Respect (α = .778) Purity/Sanctity (α =.866). This in line with other internal 
consistency measures using the MFQ30 instrument (Graham et al., 2009; Joeckel et al., 2012; 
Tamborini et al., 2012). As Joeckel et al. (2012) argued, these are only moderate internal 
consistency measures, however, they “allow for cross-comparability with previous uses of the 
MFQ instrument” (p. 470). 
Moral Modules and Gameplay Characteristics  
 An analysis of variance was conducted on the device types used by the respondents in 
this sample and the moral modules that they favor. Significant effects were found for home video 
game consoles, computers, hand held video game consoles, and mobile devices (see Table 4.1). 
 
 
Table 4.1 Analysis of Variance of Moral Modules and Devices 
 Home Video 
Game Consoles 
Computers  Handheld Video 
Game Consoles 
Mobile 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Harm/Care .90 .01 1.72 .02 1.10 .01 .60 .01 
Fairness/Reciprocity .56 .01 5.40*** .05 .47 .00 1.22 .01 
Ingroup/Loyalty 2.87* .03 .46 .00 3.07* .03 6.88*** .06 
Authority/Respect 3.30* .03 .84 .01 2.68* .03 5.17** .05 
Purity/Sanctity 4.15** .04 1.69 .02 3.05* .03 6.73*** .06 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For home video game consoles there were significant results for Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 
2.87, p ≤ .05], Authority [F = 3.30, p ≤ .05], and Purity [F = 4.15, p ≤ .01]. For Ingroup/Loyalty 
mean responses were lowest for seldom (M = 3.33) and greatest for always (M = 3.85). For 
Authority/Respect mean responses were lowest for never (M = 3.48) and greatest for always (M 
= 4.09). For Purity/Sanctity mean responses were lowest for seldom and never (M = 3.00) and 
greatest for always (M = 3.86). 
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 For computers there was a significant result only for Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 5.40, p ≤ 
.05]. The mean scores were lowest for sometimes (M = 4.44) and greatest for always (M = 4.89).  
 For handheld video game consoles there were significant effects for Ingroup/Loyalty, 
Authority/Repect, and Purity/Sanctity. For Ingroup/Loyalty  [F = 3.07, p ≤ .05] mean responses 
were lowest for never (M = 3.35) and greatest for always (M = 3.88). For Authority/Respect [F = 
2.68, p ≤ .05] mean responses were lowest for never (M = 3.48) and greatest for always (M = 
3.87). For Purity/Sanctity [F = 3.05, p ≤ .05] mean responses were lowest for never (M = 3.04) 
and greatest for always (M = 3.77). 
 For mobile devices there were significant effects for Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/Respect, 
and Purity/Sanctity. For Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 6.88, p ≤ .001] responses were lowest for never (M 
= 3.11) and greatest for always (M = 3.96). For Authority/Respect [F = 5.17, p ≤ .01] responses 
were lowest for seldom (M = 3.42) and greatest for always (M = 4.13). For Purity/Sanctity [F = 
6.73, p ≤ .001] responses were lowest for seldom (M = 2.74) and greatest for always (M = 3.77). 
 Next, an analysis of variance was conducted on the different game types examined in this 
study (Table 4.2). There were significant effects for single player games, online competitive 
multiplayer games, and local multiplayer games, but there were no significant effects for 
cooperative multiplayer games or MMOGs. 
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Table 4.2 Analysis of Variance of Moral Modules and Game Types 
 Single Player Online 
Competitive 
Multiplayer 
Online 
Cooperative 
Multiplayer 
Local MMOG 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Harm/Care 1.97 .02 3.61** .03 1.43 .01 1.23 .01 1.75 .02 
Fairness/Reciprocity 2.41* .02 4.01** .04 .77 .01 1.03 .01 .64 .01 
Ingroup/Loyalty 2.97* .03 .47 .00 .96 .01 1.96 .02 1.03 .01 
Authority/Respect .87 .01 .59 .01 .82 .01 3.12* .03 .31 .00 
Purity/Sanctity 1.02 .01 .21 .00 .78 .01 6.91*** .06 .65 .01 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For single player game types there were significant effects for Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 
2.41, p ≤ .05] and Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 2.97, p ≤ .05]. For Fairness/Reciprocity responses were 
lowest for never (M = 4.28) and greatest for always (M = 4.80). For Ingroup/Loyalty responses 
were lowest for often (M = 3.35) and greatest for always (M = 3.80). 
 For competitive multiplayer game types there were significant effects for Harm/Care and 
[F = 3.61, p ≤ .01] Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 4.01, p ≤ .05]. For Harm/Care responses were 
lowest for often (M = 4.38) and greatest for never (M = 4.80). For Fairness/Reciprocity responses 
were lowest for often (M = 4.29) and greatest for always (M = 4.67). 
 For local multiplayer games there were significant effects for Authority/Respect [F = 
3.12, p ≤ .05] and Purity/Sanctity [F = 6.91, p ≤ .05]. For Authority/Respect responses were 
lowest for never  (M = 3.46) and greatest for always (M = 4.03). For Purity/Sanctity responses 
were lowest for never (M = 2.91) and greatest for always (M = 4.20). 
 Next game play location and moral modules were analyzed. There were significant 
effects for each location tested in this study. The results are displayed in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 Analysis of Variance of Moral Modules and Play Location 
 Shared Room Private Room Public 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Harm/Care 1.87 .02 1.44 .01 .76 .01 
Fairness/Reciprocity 3.20* .03 .21 .00 1.00 .01 
Ingroup/Loyalty 2.78* .03 1.98 .02 2.50* .02 
Authority/Respect 4.81*** .05 3.18* .03 1.25 .01 
Purity/Sanctity 4.25** .04 3.22* .03 1.04 .01 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For shared room there were significant effects for Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 3.20, p ≤ 
.05], Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 2.78, p ≤ .05], Authority/Respect [F = 4.81, p ≤ .001] and 
Purity/Sanctity [F = 4.25, p ≤ .01]. For Fairness/Reciprocity responses were lowest for never (M 
= 4.36) and greatest for always (M = 4.82). For Ingroup/Loyalty responses were lowest for never 
(M = 3.17) and greatest for always (M = 3.70). For Authority/Respect responses were lowest for 
never (M =3.23) and greatest for always (M = 4.00). For Purity/Sanctity responses were lowest 
for never (M = 2.71) and greatest for always (M = 3.56). 
 For private room there were significant effects for Authority/Respect and Purity/Sanctity. 
For Authority/Respect [F = 3.18, p ≤ .05] responses were lowest for always (M = 3.42) and 
greatest for never (M = 3.98). For Purity/Sanctity [F = 3.22, p ≤ .05] responses were lowest for 
always (M = 2.97) and greatest for seldom (M = 3.68). 
 For public spaces there was only a significant effect for Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 2.50, p ≤ 
.05]. Responses were lowest for never (M = 3.30) and greatest for always (M = 4.06). 
Moral Modules and Demographics 
 Next, an analysis of variance was used to examine the relationship between the moral 
module and various demographic categories. There were significant effects for age, race, 
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education, sex (all found in Table 4.4), political leaning (Table 4.5), religion, and religiosity 
(both in Table 4.6).  
 
 
Table 4.4 Analysis of Variance of Moral Modules and Demographic Categories 
 Age Race Education Sex 
 F η2 F η2 F η2 F η2 
Harm/Care 2.99 .01 .14 .00 1.62 .02 22.03*** .05 
Fairness/Reciprocity .54 .00 .01 .00 1.74 .02 2.36 .01 
Ingroup/Loyalty 3.35* .02 .37 .00 2.35* .03 .00 .00 
Authority/Respect 3.48* .02 2.18 .01 2.65* .03 1.60 .00 
Purity/Sanctity .40 .00 7.15*** .03 1.46 .02 7.03** .02 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 For age there were significant effects for Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 3.35, p ≤ .05] and 
Authority/Respect [F = 3.48, p ≤ .05]. For Ingroup/Loyalty responses were lowest for the 18-29 
age group (M = 3.38), next lowest for the 30-49 age group (M = 3.53), and greatest for the 50 
and over age group (M = 3.80); For Authority/Respect responses were lowest for the 18-29 age 
group (M = 3.59), next lowest for the 30-49 age group (M = 3.74), and greatest for the 50 and 
over age group (M = 4.03); 
 For race there was only a significant effect for Purity/Sanctity score [F = 7.15, p ≤ .001]. 
Responses were lowest for white respondents (M = 3.20), next was the Other category (M = 
3.51), and the African American respondents were the greatest (M = 4.03). 
 For education there were significant effects for Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 2.35, p ≤ .05] and 
Authority/Respect [F = 2.65, p ≤ .05]. For Ingroup/Loyalty responses were lowest for those that 
competed some college (M = 3.28) and greatest for individuals with some graduate school (M = 
3.78). For Authority/Respect mean scores were lowest for the High School/GED category (M = 
3.51) and greatest for individuals with 2-year college degrees (M = 3.99). 
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 For sex there were significant relationships for Harm/Care score [F = 22.03, p ≤ .001] and 
Purity/Sanctity [F = 7.03, p ≤ 01]. For Harm/Care men had lower mean scores (M = 4.48) than 
women (M = 4.83). For Purity/Sanctity men, again, had lower mean scores (M = 3.13) than 
women (M = 3.46). 
 The political affiliation variable was transformed to account for the political leaning of 
the player – either conservative or liberal. In this analysis 20 individuals that responded other or 
don’t know were eliminated (see Table 4.5). 
 
 
Table 4.5 Analysis of Variance for Moral Modules and Political Leaning 
 Political Leaning 
 F η2 
Harm/Care 4.96** .03 
Fairness Score 17.77*** .07 
Ingroup Score 16.35*** .07 
Authority Score 18.28*** .09 
Purity Score 28.01*** .13 
 Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001; N = 386.  
 
 
 
 For political leaning there were significant effects for all moral module categories in this 
study. For Harm/Care [F = 4.96, p ≤ .01] responses were lowest for individuals that identified as 
conservative (M = 4.45) and greatest for individuals that identified as liberal (M = 4.74). For 
Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 14.77, p ≤ .001] responses were lowest for individuals that identified 
as conservative (M = 4.28) and greatest for individuals that identified as liberal (M = 4.73). For 
Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 16.35, p ≤ .001] responses were lowest for individuals that identified as 
liberal (M = 3.36) and greatest for individuals that identified as conservative (M = 3.97). For 
Authority/Respect [F = 18.28, p ≤ .001] responses were lowest for individuals that identified as 
independent (M = 3.50), individuals that identified as liberal were next most with a mean score 
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of 3.61, and responses for individuals that identified as conservative were greatest (M = 4.23). 
For Purity/Sanctity [F = 28.01, p ≤ .001] responses were lowest for individuals that identified as 
liberal (M = 3.03) and greatest for individuals that identified as conservative (M = 4.14). 
 For religion there were significant effects for the Fairness/Reciprocity, Ingroup/Loyalty, 
Authority/Respect, and Purity/Sanctity scores. However, the pattern that emerged from the data 
specifically pointed to differences between those participants that admitted to practicing some 
kind of religion and individuals that did not practice a religion or responded with preferred not to 
say. A new bivariate element based on whether or not an individual was religious was computed. 
This analysis is found in Table 4.6. 
 
 
Table 4.6 Analysis of Variance of Moral Modules and Religion and Religiosity 
 Religion Religiosity 
 F η2 F η2 
Harm/Care .75 .00 .94 .01 
Fairness/Reciprocity 9.61** .02 3.33* .03 
Ingroup/Loyalty 34.79*** .08 10.73*** .10 
Authority/Respect 46.14*** .10 16.12*** .14 
Purity/Sanctity 98.66*** .20 37.03*** .27 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001; N = 386 
 
 
 
 There were significant effects for Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 9.61, p ≤ .01], 
Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 34.79, p ≤ .001], Authority/Respect [F = 46.14, p ≤ .001], and 
Purity/Sanctity [F = 98.66, p ≤ .001]. Fairness/Reciprocity for those that admitted to practicing 
some form of religion were lower (M = 4.48) than for those that did not practice a religion (M = 
4.70). For Ingroup/Loyalty mean scores for those that admitted to practicing some form of 
religion were greater (M = 3.74) than for those that did not practice a religion (M = 3.22). For 
Authority/Respect [F = 46.14, p ≤ .001] mean scores for those that admitted to practicing some 
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form of religion were greater (M = 4.00) than for those that did not practice a religion (M = 
3.37). For Purity/Sanctity mean scores for those that admitted to practicing some form of religion 
were, again, greater (M = 3.85) than for those that did not practice a religion (M = 2.71). 
 For religiosity there were significant effects for Fairness/Reciprocity [F = 3.33, p ≤ .05], 
Ingroup/Loyalty [F = 10.73, p ≤ .001], Authority/Respect [F = 16.12, p ≤ .001], and 
Purity/Sanctity [F = 37.03, p ≤ .001] scores. For Fairness/Reciprocity responses were lowest for 
individuals that responded that they were somewhat active (M = 4.47) and not very active (M = 
4.47) and greatest for individuals that selected does not apply/prefer not to say. For 
Ingroup/Loyalty responses were lowest for those that selected does not apply/prefer not to say 
(M = 3.13) and greatest for that were very active in their church (M = 3.94). For 
Authority/Respect responses were lowest for those that selected does not apply/prefer not to say 
(M = 3.25) and greatest for that were very active (M = 4.33). For Purity/Sanctity responses were 
lowest for those that selected does not apply/prefer not to say (M = 2.56) and greatest for that 
were very active (M = 4.47). 
 For sex there were significant effects for the Harm/Care [F = 22.03, p ≤ .001] and 
Purity/Sanctity [F = 7.03, p ≤ .01]. For Harm/Care responses were lowest for men (M = 4.48) 
and greatest for women (M = 4.83). For Purity/Sanctity responses were lowest for men (M = 
3.13) and greatest among women (3.46). 
Moral Modules and PTC, Emotion, and Genre 
 Next, a linear regression revealed significant models between the moral modules and the 
immersion [F = 2.83, p ≤ .05; r2 = .03] and achievement [F = 6.41, p ≤ .001; r2 = .08] player 
types, but not for the social player type (see Table 4.7). The immersion player type model was 
significant, however, there were no moral modules that emerged as significant predictors. For the 
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achievement player type model the Harm/Care moral module (β = -.31, p ≤ .001), 
Fairness/Reciprocity moral module (β = .26, p ≤ .001), and Purity/Sanctity moral module (β = 
.20, p ≤ .01) emerged as significant predictors. 
 
 
Table 4.7 Linear Regression of Moral Modules and PTC Scores 
 Immersion Social Achievement 
 B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
Harm/Care .112 .096 .088 .083 .096 .065 -.397 .093 -.311*** 
Fairness/Reciprocity .194 .107 .136 -.160 .108 -.113 .363 .104 .255*** 
Ingroup/Loyalty -.143 .096 -.132 .246 .097 .227* .113 .093 .104 
Authority/Respect .086 .111 .082 -.094 .112 -.089 -.029 .108 -.027 
Purity/Sanctity .050 .066 .065 -.059 .067 -.077 .154 .064 .200* 
R2 .03 .01 .08 
F 2.83* 1.81 6.41*** 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 A linear regression was conducted using the moral modules and the positive, negative, 
and egocentric emotion factors. The results are presented in Table 4.8. The analysis revealed 
significant models between the moral modules and only the positive emotion factor. For the 
positive emotion model [F = 3.46, p ≤ .01; r2 = .03] the Fairness/Reciprocity module (β = .16, p ≤ 
.05) emerged to be the only statistically significant predictor. 
 
 
Table 4.8 Linear Regression of Moral Module and Emotion Component Scores 
 Positive Emotions Negative Emotions Ego-centric Emotions 
 B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
Harm/Care .070 .082 .053 -.046 .084 -.035 -.025 .083 -.019 
Fairness/Reciprocity .224 .090 .158* -.069 .092 -.048 .119 .091 .083 
Ingroup/Loyalty -.087 .081 -.081 .056 .083 .053 .128 .082 .120 
Authority/Respect .033 .091 .032 .044 .093 .043 -.120 .092 -.117 
Purity/Sanctity .069 .058 .089 -.020 .059 -.026 .084 .059 .108 
R2 .03 .00 .01 
F 3.46** .805 1.53 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
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 A linear regression was also used to examine the moral modules and the genre 
components. The analysis revealed significant models between the moral modules and 
adversarial, narrative, and casual genre components (see Table 4.9). For the adversarial genre 
model [F = 9.32, p ≤ .001; r2 = .10] the Harm/Care moral module (β = -.30, p ≤ .001) emerged to 
be the best predictor, while the Purity/Sanctity module (β = .17, p ≤ .05) was also significant. For 
the narrative genres [F = 3.24, p ≤ .01; r2 = .03] only the Fairness/Reciprocity moral module (β = 
.13, p ≤ .05) emerged as a significant predictor. For the casual genre component [F = 5.25, p ≤ 
.001; r2 = .05], Purity/Sanctity (β = .16, p ≤ .05) was the only significant predictor in the model. 
 
 
Table 4.9 Linear Regression of Moral Modules and Genre Component Scores 
 Adversarial Genre Narrative Genre Casual Genre 
 B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 
Harm/Care -.389 .080 -.299*** -.003 .083 -.002 .129 .082 .100 
Fairness/Reciprocity .100 .088 .071 .189 .091 .133* -.054 .090 -.038 
Ingroup/Loyalty .137 .079 .128 -.106 .082 -.099 -.075 .081 -.070 
Authority/Respect -.032 .089 -.031 -.031 .092 -.030 .140 .091 .137 
Purity/Sanctity .128 .057 .165* -027 .059 -.035 .121 .058 .156* 
R2 .10 .03 .05 
F 9.32*** 3.24** 5.24*** 
Note. * = p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** = p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 From the results few consistent patterns emerged with respect to the digital game player 
characteristics. Therefore, with regard to RQ 5, I concluded that there are not vast differences in 
moral culture based on the devices players choose to use, the types of games people play, and 
where they physically play digital games. Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/Respect, and 
Purity/Sancity were noteworthy in that they showed up strongly in mobile games. 
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 As for RQ 6, several demographic aspects emerged as strongly linked to moral modules, 
namely, sex, political affiliation, and religion. Women scored higher in the Harm/Care and 
Purity/Sanctity modules than men, but for the other modules there were no significant 
differences. It could be that women are more care and purity oriented when faced with moral 
situations. From a digital game player perspective, however, this did not appear to make much of 
a difference in how women talked about morality and moral situations in the journals. 
 Political affiliation seems to replicate (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009) findings that 
individuals that identify as liberal value the Harm/Care and Fairness/Reciprocity modules, while 
individuals that identify as conservative seem to place more value on all five of the moral 
modules. For all five moral modules the identified conservative individuals responded with a 
mean response above or right around four (the lone exception being Ingroup/Loyalty where the 
mean was only slightly less at 3.97). The identified liberals were only above this threshold for 
Harm/Care (M = 4.74) and Fairness/Reciprocity (M = 4.73). 
 Next we turn to religion, which is often considered closely linked to morality. Porpora, 
Nikolaev, May, and Jenkins (2013) found that moral considerations in the media went largely 
unconsidered by all but the press of the religious left, confirming a retreat of religion and 
morality from the mainstream. Religion and talk of religious views were largely absent from the 
journals, with the only example from the corpus being: 
“I choose not to give her the gun because I grew up believing that suicide was the 
worst sin one could commit” (Aryan, Indian male, 18-29).  
 The most striking result from the analysis of variance is the role that religion and 
religiosity plays in the moral module formulations of individuals in this sample. It was in these 
variables that some of the largest effect sizes in this entire analysis emerged (see Table 4.6, p. 
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97). The first noteworthy difference centers on the total mean moral module scores for 
individuals. With respect to religion and religiosity mean scores in the moral modules were far 
greater for Harm/Care and Fairness/Reciprocity than for Authority/Respect, Ingroup/Loyalty, 
and Purity/Sanctity, which was the lowest score by far.  
 For Harm/Care and Fairness/Reciprocity those that were not religious recorded the 
greatest scores, however, for Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/Respect, and especially Purity/Sanctity 
those individuals recorded the lowest scores. What we see then is a situation not unlike the work 
done of political affiliation and moral modules, only here, liberal and conservative are replaced 
with individuals that do not feel connected to a religion and devout religious individuals. The 
non-religious individuals in this sample place great moral weight in Harm/Care and 
Fairness/Reciprocity and far less in the other three, while the religious individuals put similar 
value in each of the five categories. 
 For RQ7 and RQ8 there was little in the way of consistent models from the linear 
regression that emerged with regard to PTC and Emotion. However, there does seem to be a link 
in the Harm/Care moral module across two conceptually similar categories, achievement play 
style and adversarial genre. We would do well to remember the various conceptual meanings 
behind categories The Harm/Care module deals with basic concerns for the suffering of others, 
including virtues of caring and compassion (Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009), the achievement 
play style component score was comprised of the competition and achievement player types, and 
the adversarial genre component was comprised of the sports, shooters, fighting, racing, and 
flight genres. In the linear regression both the achievement PTC and the adversarial genre 
component were inversely related to the Harm/Care moral module. The strength of the predictor 
in each case would then indicate that players with less concern for the suffering of others were 
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likely to play video games of a more aggressive and adversarial nature, and to play those games 
with an eye on competition and advancement in the game.  It is also worth noting that the 
achievement PTC and the adversarial genre component are also similarly connected with the 
Purity/Sanctity moral module, which deals with virtues of chastity, wholesomeness, and control 
of desires. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 
 I set out to add to the scholarly understanding of digital game players and gamers, 
specifically when it comes to how they play. This dissertation focused on three aspects that I 
thought were key to the modern experience of being a digital gamer: gameplay styles, emotion, 
and morality. Each of these areas has been under increasing scrutiny and the subject of more 
attention from players, developers and designers, and the scholarly community. As more games 
feature a constant online connection, or are designed to be played solely online, game analytics, 
where data is collected from players in an effort to quantify and understand how people play, 
will continue to be an important topic of discussion and inquiry. The player styles examined here 
are one possible categorization, with strong theoretical backing for a way to discuss how players 
play. Emotion and morality are similarly important to understanding modern play and design in 
digital games. Again, developers talk about making players “feel something” (Totilo, 2012). An 
increasingly important part of that toolbox is the use of moral-emotion situations and language to 
either give players the feeling of a weighty narrative choice or to put players in uncomfortable 
situations. 
 In terms of player style one of the key aims of this research was to discuss whether or not 
the immersion, achievement, and socialization player types found in the analysis by Yee (2006) 
were useful in discussing a population that included MMOG players, but was not limited to 
players of this game type. Aarseth (2003) theorized that it was likely that player types developed 
in research on MMOGs were, in fact, useful to a wider range of game scholars. This research 
confirms that these player types are viable ways to discuss how wider populations of gamers play 
a variety of digital game devices, types, and genres.  
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 The player type components also consistently appeared in the journals analyzed in this 
study, with players reporting aspects of immersion, achievement, and socialization. The 
implication, therefore, is that as digital games continue to be of increasing interest to scholars 
beyond games studies these categories can be used to further refine and interpret player 
experiences with the medium. 
 It was also clear from the journals that players are thinking about how developers want 
people to play games. There is also a streak present in some gamers to rebel against that aspect 
of a game’s design. This has been discussed previously in research on transgressive play (see 
Aarseth, 2007; Sundén, 2009; Sundén & Sveningsson, 2012) and counterplay (see Apperley, 
2010; Dyer-Witheford and de Peuter 2009).  
 There were few demographic differences in the player styles. However, there does seem 
to be some generational divide among players by the age with which they began to interact with 
the technologies and the medium. Younger people, those between the ages of 18 and 29, were 
more likely to socialize in digital games than the older demographic categories. Another 
difference was that those older than age 50 were less likely to be achievement and immersion 
type players than those younger than age 50.  
 The strongest links between player types and genre were found between Achievement 
focused players and Adversarial Genres, and Immersion focused players and Narrative Genres. 
The Achievement PTC highlighted competition and advancement, which are aspects that games 
from the adversarial genres tend to emphasize, while the Immersion PTC consisted of role-
playing, discovery, escapism and customization, which are aspects that found in games that are 
heavily narrative in nature. So, it makes a great deal of sense that a player who leaned toward 
competition would prefer to a first person shooter like Modern Warfare 2 or a sports game like 
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Madden 25 (Electronic Arts, 2015), while a person who was more heavily invested in role-
playing and escapism would prefer a game like Skyrim (Bethesda, 2012). 
 The next major area of inquiry was emotion and mood. The player journals had a 
pronounced effect on the survey with two items – frustration and satisfaction – being added to 
the emotion inventory based on that analysis. Satisfaction was a common positive emotion 
discussed in digital games, while frustration was the most mentioned emotion in the journals. 
Simply put, players were frequently frustrated by a variety of aspects of digital games. Most 
commonly, this frustration was ludic in nature, for instance, dying in the same place or same way 
time and time again. There were, however, instances of narrative frustration and out of game 
circumstances that contributed to frustration in the game world as well, for instance several 
players with older computers and technical hiccups that caused them to perform poorly in the 
game.  
 There was an expectation then that there would be a strong presence of negative emotions 
in the survey data. There was not. Rather, negative emotions were effectively absent from the 
quantitative analysis. This finding indicates an issue of salience with negative emotions. What 
we are likely seeing is a backgrounding of negative emotions after they subside. Therefore, when 
players were asked to recollect the emotions that they feel while playing digital games they 
minimize the amount and intensity of the emotions they feel while playing. This contrasts to the 
finding that players who reported higher levels of use also scored higher with regard to positive 
and ego-centric emotions. What seems to be happening was an over-reporting of positive and 
ego-centric emotions and under-reporting of negative emotions as players recalled their time 
spent playing digital games. A factor that likely contributes to this finding is that digital games 
are considered a fun and enjoyable pastime, not some thing that causes distress in our lives. 
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Although many games, particularly “hardcore” games lean heavily on emotionally negative 
fictions (Juul, 2009) and are designed to elicit these emotions in players. 
  Discussion of mood states and mood management were seldom present in the game play 
journals. Further, the effects in the survey followed a similar pattern across the gameplay 
characteristics, with those users of a particular device, or players of a type of game reporting that 
they used games to manage their moods. For the PTC the strongest relationships were between 
various mood management functions and the Immersion, with players in this type reporting that 
they often or always used games to perform theses functions. Similar results were found for 
players of Narrative and Adversarial genres. There were strong relationships for how much an 
individual played these genre types and the heightened extent with which digital games were 
used to lift spirits, calm down, mellow out, get pumped up, and strengthen mood.  
 The most prominent example from the journals was a player who described an online 
game in classic mood management terms, “I was in a bad mood and I used this game to make me 
feel better.” Overall, moods were little discussed in the player journals. However, this does make 
some theoretical sense. If moods are thought by most to be long lasting and without specific 
trigger, then players are living with and in the experience of moods in ways that they simply do 
not with more short lived and fleeting emotions. 
  This research was also interested in how players’ moral compasses affected the way they 
experienced digital games. That included both the moral modules of different types of digital 
game players and how they talked about their experiences of moral situations while they were 
playing digital games.  
 There were relatively few differences – especially strong differences – with regard to the 
demographic and gameplay characteristics of individuals comprising this sample and moral 
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modules. This research was able to confirm the finding of previous studies that liberal and 
conservative individuals privilege different moral modules. What I also found was that religion 
and religiosity played a very similar part in the formulations of the moral modules for players in 
this sample. Nonreligious individuals, much like liberals, valued harm/care and fairness and 
reciprocity, while religious individuals, much like conservatives, placed greater value on all five 
moral modules – harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, and 
purity/sanctity. Another finding of note was that, in the regression analysis, gamers that preferred 
adversarial genres and those that were categorized into the achievement player type were notably 
not concerned with the harm/care moral module. 
 One thing that was quite clear from the player journals was a use of morally muted 
language (Nikolaev & Porpora, 2008) to discuss decisions in digital games. Players often used 
moral language to discuss decisions that were made for prudential reasons. Morality has not 
retreated from digital games as Luckmann (1997) would argue it has from areas of the public 
sphere. Rather, morality has become an important buzzword and design mechanic in modern 
games. However, it seems that even when players are presented with a decision that they see as 
moral, they are often responding to the situation by balancing the costs and benefits. 
 
Limitations 
 A few limitations bear mentioning. First, there is some gender bias that exists with 
regards to the game play journals. As mentioned above, the most recently the ESA (2014) 
reported that 47% of gamers were female, while the sample for this study is 30% female. This 
makeup stems from the fact that the sample of students was self selected, and included only 
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those that signed up for the course. However, the gender bias should have little bearing on the 
data due to the data collection and analysis methods of the player journals.  
 There may also be limitations that extend from player journals as a method for 
understanding digital game players. As Ribbens and Poels (2009) mentioned, diaries can be time 
consuming for the participant and require the participant to practice good habituation routines for 
data to be of the best quality. Notably, journals require the individual writing about their 
experience to actually record their thoughts and feelings in a timely manner. Too much temporal 
distance between the experience of the game and writing down that experience will likely result 
in a loss of richness and context in the data. I attempted to reduce this limitation by discussing 
strategies for proper note taking and the importance capturing those experiences while they are 
fresh in the minds of the play. However, since the researcher is not in the present while the 
participant is playing or immediately after this remains a risk.  
 A limitation may also exist in the form of self-selection bias in the journals. The 
participants were self-selected into the study twofold: First, the participants were students 
enrolled at a particular university; second, the participants were also students enrolled in a 
particular section of in a particular semester in a course about digital games. Put plainly, 
participants were enrolled in the study because they were at that university and interested in 
digital games enough to take a semester long exploration and discussion of the topic. Is this a 
representative sample of gamers? No, but it is an instructive population given the overlap in the 
demographics of heavy digital game users and college students. Anecdotally, I can say that my 
days of heaviest digital game play were as an undergraduate college student and several of the 
participants in my study confessed to playing for some 30 hours a week or more. 
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 In addition, while players were given the opportunity to withdraw from the journal 
writing exercise at any time, or to refuse to have their journals included in the final corpus of 
data, players may have felt compelled to complete the assignment and share the information 
since a professor asked them participate. Participants were made aware of other opportunities for 
credit in the class if the use of their journal in research made them uncomfortable. It should be 
noted that one student in a class of 28 did not complete and sign the waiver of consent and was 
omitted from the corpus.     
 Bias may exist in the sample makeup of the quantitative portion as well. The survey 
population was a non-probability sample, with the participants in the quantitative portion self-
selecting on Mturk and being compensated $2.00 for their time. This, of course, limits the 
generalizability of the findings in this research to a larger population of digital game players. 
However, as Paolacci, Chandler, and Ipeirotis (2010) noted, research on Mturk is likely no 
worse, and may in fact be more useful, than non-probability sampling conducted using college 
students. 
 Since Mturk is a service provided by Amazon, there were some individuals that were 
naturally excluded due to the regulations of the site. Included in this is that individuals under 18 
years of age were unable to participate in the study. 
 The demographics of Mturk also point to an issue of the types of people that are likely to 
participate in crowdsourcing marketplace. They appear to be younger, whiter, and better 
educated than the average American (see Mason & Suri, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 
2010; Ross et al., 2010). A Turker is also probably a tech-savvy individual. This points to a 
likelihood that most Turkers are recent college graduates that see this service as a way to make 
extra money. Further, this may also be partially a problem of the Digital Divide, the fact that 
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Mturk is on online marketplace for workers inherently excludes possible participants that lack an 
Internet connection. Although it stands to reason that most individuals interested in digital games 
and willing to take part in a study about digital games would have regular Internet access. 
 There has also been some recent discussion in the popular media (Marder, 2015) of the 
quality of data gathered from Mturk. What are the inherent risks associated with a population 
that potentially complete questionnaires and instruments with regularity?  Rand et al. (2014) 
noted that there may be an issue with intuitive responses, where participants are reacting to prior 
experience with an instrument and not engaging in active responses to the questionnaire at hand. 
Chandler, Mueller, and Paolacci (2013) noted the potential for what they termed nonnaïve  
respondents, or experienced participants on Mturk that are likely to participate in multiple 
similar studies.   
 An additional demographic limitation may exist in the differences between the survey 
sample and data collected by the ESA (2914). This sample is younger and more computer game-
focused than the wider digital game playing population in the U.S. The reason for this difference 
in preference is unknown and could potentially skew the data in motivations and aspects of use 
that are particular to these players. 
 Further, two common threats to validity in survey research bear mentioning, artificiality 
and history. The artificiality weakness stems from the fact that the questionnaire asks people to 
recall past action. Well-meaning participants forced into giving information about an item that 
happened in the past (such as an action) may simply fail to remember correctly. It is also quite 
possible that participants may have never thought about the answer to a question asked in the 
questionnaire and are forced to create answers ex post facto. Repeated testing factors into this 
equation as well. Participants may have been asked similar questions before and, as such, feel 
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that they ‘know’ the answers that the researcher is targeting. It becomes difficult then to separate 
out the individual response from the social idea of the response. 
 Finally, there could also exist some confirmation bias resulting from the decisions to use 
already established instruments of categorization, particularly for player types and morality. This 
decision was made to use established instruments with the goal of adequate reliabilities across 
these measures. In this aspect it was a success. However, it introduces a limitation in that this 
research is possibly confirming aspects of these instruments due to something inherent in the 
instrument itself and not in the population that has been studied.  
   
Future Research 
 There are several suggestions of ways that this research can be extended. One of the chief 
ways is to continue with the same research questions, but expand upon the methodologies. Talk 
aloud protocol analysis, where participants complete a task and describe their actions as they 
complete them (see Ericsson & Simon, 1984), seems like a fruitful extension of the research at 
hand in this dissertation. In light of some of the surprising findings this seems like a logical next 
step. 
 In particular, protocol analysis would help our understanding of emotion in digital games. 
The difference between players’ experience of negative emotions while they were playing a 
game and players’ recall of their emotions when they were asked about at a later date stands out 
as an issue that would benefit from this treatment. Findings indicate some differences regarding 
negative emotions and, specifically, frustration, however, this research was unable to pinpoint 
exactly from where those differences stem. Frustration has been linked to the increases in 
aggression that are sometimes measured in players (Pryzbylski et. al., 2014) and many excerpts 
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from the player journals would seem to lend anecdotal evidence to this phenomenon. Games 
scholars may want to think about differing types of frustration in games. What types of games 
related frustration exist? This research identified three types of games related frustration – ludic, 
technological, and narrative. There may, however, be more categories, differing categories, or a 
variety of subcategories of frustration.  
 More work that looks at the issue of emotional salience should also be undertaken. Why 
is frustration discussed so regularly by those in the act of playing, but discussed so little when 
players are asked to recall their emotions? It could be that digital games do serve as a magic-
circle (see Huizinga, 1955; Juul, 2005; Salen & Zimmerman, 2004). Players’ experience of 
positive emotions and the ascription of those emotions to digital games may simply linger 
longer, while negative emotions are shorter lived and more transient. Players also indicated an 
understanding of and enjoyment of working through the frustration in a game – a cathartic 
release.  Understanding emotional salience in the gameworld and out of the gameworld could 
have implications for individuals’ experiences with frustration in other contexts outside digital 
games as well, providing a window into why some types of frustrating tasks are overcome and 
others are not. 
 Another area that could use further examination is the formulation of player types that 
have been investigated here. This study extended the PTCs into types of games beyond MMOGs 
and it appears that they immersion, achievement, and socialization are apt ways to think about 
how players play digital games. More application of these components will continue to provide a 
better understanding of how players play digital games. The field of game analytics is growing 
rapidly. The more designers and developers understand about how players play digital games the 
more they will be able to successfully tailor game experiences to certain audiences. Of course, 
 
 
 
 
115 
game analytics also brings to mind problems of group think in the development process and 
games not as a crafted works, but as consumer products with little to no artistic voice or merit.  
 An increased understanding of player style may be beneficial to players, one of the 
questions that gamers use the digital games media to answer is whether or not a game is worth 
purchasing for that player. This is partly a question of the quality of the game and narrative, but 
it is also a question of fit to the tendencies of the specific player. A better understanding of the 
style with which a gamer plays will empower players to have a better understanding and 
increased ability get a feel for potential enjoyment of a game.  
 The PTCs used in this study are far from the only way that game players can be 
classified. It does, however, seem that it is a quick, potentially cost effective, and ultimately 
useful way to discuss players’ tendencies in digital games. Future research should examine play 
styles within discreet genres or digital game types, thereby understanding the style with which 
they specifically play different kinds of digital games. This would be beneficial for both players 
and developers to understand how players decisions and responses change as they play varying 
kinds of games.  
 There was also the issue of the difference between this study and Yee’s (2006) study with 
regard to the principle component analysis. For Yee the mechanics component was included in 
the achievement main component, while in this study it was included in the immersion main 
component. This was done based on the principle component factor score, but, admittedly, it 
makes less theoretical sense for mechanics to be included in immersion instead of achievement. 
Further testing of the components used in this study would help to clear up where in the main 
components this aspect of player type should be included. 
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 Results from this study indicated a significant difference in the way that religious and 
non-religious gamers experienced morality. Unfortunately, discussion of morality was virtually 
absent from the player journals, so I have very little context with which to discuss how these 
differences are manifested in the experience of moral choices and moral space when players are 
actively playing a digital game. Future research should focus on this aspect of morality and 
digital game play. Are we able to see notable differences in the choices that are made in digital 
games by religious and non-religious players? If so, how do these differences manifest? An 
adjoining area of inquiry is the moral muting of decisions in digital games by players. Future 
research on moral muting and how religious and non-religious players discuss morality in the 
game space would also have a potential impact for developers to understand a factor for how 
players choose to navigate moral space in a game. 
 Finally, more work needs to be done on Mturk and the ultimate usefulness of Turkers in 
scholarly studies. Again, work is being done on the usefulness of the Turker population to 
scholarly research and its generalizability to the population as a whole. These aforementioned 
studies are important to our understanding of how and when to use Mturk. Does Mturk live up to 
the inherent potential that is embedded in it as a source of low cost, easy to reach participants 
that is widely considered generalizable to a larger population?  The continued use of Mturk to 
collect data across a variety of areas of study, disciplines, and methodologies will be beneficial 
to the scholarly community.  
 Mturk is likely to continue to be scrutinized in the near future. As such, a possible 
direction for future research could be to replicate this study using the instrument with a random 
sample of some varied game playing population. Replication of the quantitative aspect of this 
study along with a built-in component for collection of journal data from some percentage of the 
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overall population would be most beneficial. Doing so would eliminate any potential limitations 
that exist in this current study being comprised of two separate samples of participants.  
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Appendix A: Game Player Journal Prompts and Instructions 
 
 
Students will be required to keep a play journal for their game. This journal will log your 
experience with the game. Pay particular attention to the kind of player you are while playing the 
game (do you like to explore? Kill? Create? Role-play? Socialize?) and the choices that you are 
asked to make during your time with the game. This could include moral choices such as 
blowing up a planet or saving it, or any other choices that significantly alter the game. Think 
about how you came to the decisions that you made: Did you decide because it was the right 
thing to do?; Because it gave you the most powerful upgrade?; Because you liked this character 
and not another?; Did you even consider it a moral choice?; etc. Consider your emotional 
reactions to events in the game. Consider your mood when you sit down to play the game. Does 
this affect how you play? 
Students are expected to spend at least 5-7 hours a week with their game and submit their journal 
entries every other week beginning in week 3. This time includes playing, researching, and 
writing journal entries.
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Appendix B: Online Survey Instrument 
 
 
Drexel University  
Consent to Take Part In a Research Study 
1. Title of research study: A survey of morality, mood, emotion, and video games 
2. Researcher: Ernest A. Hakanen, PhD; Alexander Jenkins 
3. Why you are being invited to take part in a research study 
 We invite you to take part in a research study because you play or have played digital games.  
4. What you should know about a research study 
 Someone will explain this research study to you. 
 Whether or not you take part is up to you. 
 You can choose not to take part. 
 You can agree to take part now and change your mind later. 
 If you decide to not be a part of this research no one will hold it against you. 
 Feel free to ask all the questions you want before you decide. 
5. Who can you talk to about this research study? 
 If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, talk to the 
 research team at Drexel University. 
 
 
 
 
136 
Ernest A. Hakanen, PhD 
eah22@drexel.edu 
Professor of Culture and Communication 
Head of Graduate Programs 
Culture and Communication 
Drexel University  
Alexander Jenkins 
arj28@drexel.edu 
PhD Candidate in Communication, Culture, and Media 
Culture and Communication 
Drexel University 
Philadelphia, PA 
This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
An IRB reviews research projects so that steps are taken to protect the rights and welfare 
of humans subjects taking part in the research.  You may talk to them at (215) 255-7857 
or email HRPP@drexel.edu for any of the following: 
 Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
 You cannot reach the research team. 
 You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
 You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 
 You want to get information or provide input about this research. 
6. Why is this research being done? 
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This research is being done to discover attitudes about morality, mood, emotion, and 
video games. You will be asked about preferences of genre, types of games, and 
technological devices. 
7. How long will the research last? 
We expect that you will be participating in this research study for 15-30 minutes. 
8. How many people will be studied? 
We expect about 400 people will be in this research study out of all of those currently 
registered on Amazon Mechanical Turk.   
9. What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 
If you want to take part in this research please click the “Next” button at the bottom of this 
screen after you read the rest of this consent document. This will continue with the online 
questionnaire that should take less than 30 minutes of your time. Your answers will remain 
anonymous and confidential.  
10. What are my responsibilities if I take part in this research? 
If you take part in this research, it is very important that you: 
Follow the investigator’s or researcher’s instructions. 
Tell the investigator or researcher right away if you have a complication or injury. 
11. What happens if I do not want to be in this research? 
You may decide not to take part in the research and it will not be held against you, simply 
close this webpage now. Your status as an Mturk worker will in no way be affected.  
12. What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 
If you agree to take part in the research now and change your mind you can stop at any 
time by closing the webpage, it will not be held against you and your status as an Mturk 
worker will in no way be affected. 
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13. Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 
There are no risks of participating in this study, although it does require you to reflect on 
morality, emotion, and mood.  
14. Do I have to pay for anything while I am on this study? 
There is no cost to you for participating in this study.  
15. Will being in this study help me in any way? 
There are no benefits to you from your taking part in this research. We cannot promise 
any benefits to others from your taking part in this research.  
16. What happens to the information we collect? 
Efforts will be made to limit access to your personal information including research study 
records, treatment or therapy records to people who have a need to review this 
information. We cannot promise complete secrecy. Organizations that may inspect and 
copy your information include the IRB and other representatives of this organization. 
Once completed, the information will be stored online (via the password protected 
Qualtrics website) and on a password protected external hard drive. Only the researchers 
listed above will have access to the data. All data will be retained for three years after the 
closure of the study. 
We may publish the results of this research. However, we will keep your name and other 
identifying information confidential. 
17. Can I be removed from the research without my OK? 
The person in charge of the research study or the sponsor can remove you from the 
research study without your approval. Possible reasons for removal include failure to 
complete the questionnaire. 
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Consent 
I agree to take part in this study. By clicking “Next” and continuing with this task, I agree 
to participate in this research study. By continuing to the next screen, this will indicate 
that I agree to participate in this study. 
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When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what extent are the following considerations 
relevant to your thinking? Please rate each statement using this scale: from not at all relevant (This 
consideration has nothing to do with my judgments of right and wrong) to extremely relevant (This is one 
of the most important factors when I judge right and wrong). Whether or not... 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 not at 
all 
relevant 
not very 
relevant 
slightly 
relevant 
somewhat 
relevant 
very 
relevant 
extremely 
relevant  
someone suffered 
emotionally. m  m  m  m  m  m  
some people were treated 
differently than others. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone’s action showed 
love for his or her country.  m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone showed a lack of 
respect for authority. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone violated standards 
of purity and decency. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone was good at math. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone cared for someone 
weak or vulnerable. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone acted unfairly. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone did something to 
betray his or her group. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone conformed to the 
traditions of society. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone did something 
disgusting. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone was cruel. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone was denied his or 
her rights. m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone showed a lack of 
loyalty.  m  m  m  m  m  m  
an action caused chaos or 
disorder.  m  m  m  m  m  m  
someone acted in a way that 
God would approve of.  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Please read the following sentences and indicate your agreement or disagreement: 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
moderately 
disagree 
Slightly 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Moderately 
Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
Compassion for those 
who are suffering is 
the most crucial 
virtue. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
When the government 
makes laws, the 
number one principle 
should be ensuring 
that everyone is 
treated fairly. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
I am proud of my 
country’s history. m  m  m  m  m  m  
Respect for authority 
is something all 
children need to 
learn. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
People should not do 
things that are 
disgusting, even if no 
one is harmed. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
It is better to do good 
than to do bad. m  m  m  m  m  m  
One of the worst 
things a person could 
do is hurt a 
defenseless animal. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
Justice is the most 
important 
requirement for a 
society. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
People should be 
loyal to their family 
members, even when 
they have done 
something wrong. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Men and women each 
have different roles to 
play in society. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would call some acts 
wrong on the grounds 
that they are 
unnatural. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
It can never be right 
to kill a human being.  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I think it’s morally 
wrong that rich 
children inherit a lot 
of money while poor 
children inherit 
nothing. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
It is more important to 
be a team player than 
to express oneself. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
If I were a soldier and 
disagreed with my 
commanding officer’s 
orders, I would obey 
anyway because that 
is my duty. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
Chastity is an 
important and 
valuable virtue. 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
I consider myself a: 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree  Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Hardcore gamer m  m  m  m  m  
Casual gamer  m  m  m  m  m  
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Please respond to the following statements. 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
I find pride in my 
knowledge of video 
games. 
m  m  m  m  m  
People have commented 
negatively on the 
amount of time I spend 
playing games. 
m  m  m  m  m  
Video games give me a 
feeling of nostalgia. m  m  m  m  m  
 
How often do you use the following devices to play video games? 
 
 Never  Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
Home Video Game 
Consoles m  m  m  m  m  
Computers m  m  m  m  m  
Handheld Video Game 
Consoles m  m  m  m  m  
Mobile Devices m  m  m  m  m  
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How often do you play the following types of games? 
 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
Single player games (for 
example Skyrim, Plants vs. 
Zombies, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Online competitive 
multiplayer video games (for 
example Titanfall, Team 
Fortress 2, etc. ) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Online cooperative 
multiplayer video games (for 
example Gears of War 2 
Horde mode, Mass Effect 3 
multiplayer, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Local multiplayer video 
games (for example playing 
Wii Sports, Rockband, etc. 
with friends or family in your 
living room) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Massively multiplayer online 
video games (for example 
World of WarCraft, Final 
Fantasy XIV, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
How often do you... 
 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
play video games in a 
shared room (for 
example in a living 
room, etc.)? 
m  m  m  m  m  
play video games in a 
private room (for 
example in your 
bedroom, etc.)? 
m  m  m  m  m  
play video games in 
public spaces ( for 
example on the train, 
at LAN parties, etc.)? 
m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
 
 
 
 
145 
How often do you play video games in the following genres?      
 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
Action (for example Tomb 
Raider, The Last of Us, etc.) m  m  m  m  m  
Shooters (for example 
Titanfall, Call of Duty: Black 
Ops 2, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Fighting (for example Super 
Street Fighter IV, Infinity 
Blade, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Sports (for example Madden 
NFL 25, FIFA 14, etc.) m  m  m  m  m  
Adventure (for example The 
Walking Dead: Season 1, The 
Legend of Zelda: A Link 
Between Worlds, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Role-Playing (for example 
The Elder Scrolls V: Skyrim, 
World of Warcraft, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Strategy (for example 
Civilization V, Plants vs. 
Zombies 2, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Casual (for example Solitaire, 
Farmville, etc.) m  m  m  m  m  
Racing (for example Forza 
Motorsport 5, Mario Cart 8, 
etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Flight (for example Ace 
Combat 6, Star Fox 64 3D, 
etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Family Entertainment (for 
example Super Mario 3D 
World, Skylanders Swap 
Force, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Children’s Entertainment (for 
example Kinect Sesame 
Street TV, Nickelodeon Team 
Umizoomi, etc.) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Arcade (for example Galaga, 
Frogger, etc.)  m  m  m  m  m  
Other Genres and 
Compilations  m  m  m  m  m  
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I play video games to: 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Lift my spirits  m  m  m  m  m  
Calm down m  m  m  m  m  
Mellow out m  m  m  m  m  
Get pumped up m  m  m  m  m  
Strengthen my mood m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
When I play video games I feel: 
  
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Pride m  m  m  m  m  
Grief  m  m  m  m  m  
Anger m  m  m  m  m  
Frustration m  m  m  m  m  
Sadness  m  m  m  m  m  
Passion m  m  m  m  m  
Delight m  m  m  m  m  
Happiness m  m  m  m  m  
Excitement m  m  m  m  m  
Confidence m  m  m  m  m  
Satisfaction m  m  m  m  m  
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The following questions gauge your attitudes toward playing video games. 
Please answer the following questions. When you play a game how important is it... 
 Not Important 
at All 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Extremely 
Important 
for you to level up as 
fast as possible? m  m  m  m  m  
for you to to acquire 
rare items that most 
players will never 
have? 
m  m  m  m  m  
for you to become 
powerful? m  m  m  m  m  
for you to accumulate 
resources, items or 
money? 
m  m  m  m  m  
for you to be well 
known in the game or 
on leaderboards?  
m  m  m  m  m  
for you to know as 
much about the game 
mechanics and rules 
as possible? 
m  m  m  m  m  
for you to win while 
playing the game? m  m  m  m  m  
for you to have a self-
sufficient character? m  m  m  m  m  
to you that your 
character is as 
optimized as 
possible? 
m  m  m  m  m  
to you that your 
character's armor / 
outfit matches in 
color and style? 
m  m  m  m  m  
to you that your 
character looks 
different from other 
characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
to you that the game 
allows you to escape 
from the real world? 
m  m  m  m  m  
for you to understand 
the precise numbers 
and percentages 
underlying the game 
m  m  m  m  m  
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mechanics? 
  
 
Please answer the following questions. When playing a video game, how much do you... 
 Not at All A Little Some A Lot A Great 
Deal 
enjoy exploring the 
world just for the 
sake of exploring it? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy finding quests, 
NPCs or locations 
that most people do 
not know about? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy collecting 
distinctive objects or 
clothing that have no 
functional value in 
the game? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy exploring the 
game world? m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy the sense of 
exploration you get in 
a game? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy trying out new 
roles and 
personalities with 
your characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy being 
immersed in a fantasy 
world? 
m  m  m  m  m  
spend time 
customizing your 
character during 
character creation? 
m  m  m  m  m  
get a sense of 
accomplishment from 
playing? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy working with 
others in a group?  m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy being part of a 
team when you play? m  m  m  m  m  
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Please answer the following questions. When playing a video game, how much do you... 
 Not at All A Little Some A Lot  A Great 
Deal 
enjoy competing 
against yourself? m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy competing with 
other players or 
characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy dominating 
other players or 
characters in 
multiplayer games? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy killing other 
players or characters 
in multiplayer games? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy dominating 
characters in single 
player games? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy killing other 
characters in single 
player games? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy doing things 
that annoy other 
players or characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy getting to know 
other players or 
characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy helping other 
players or characters?  m  m  m  m  m  
enjoy chatting with 
other players or 
characters?  
m  m  m  m  m  
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Please answer the following questions. When playing a video game how often... 
 Never  Seldom Sometimes Often  Always 
do you find yourself 
having meaningful 
conversations with 
other players or 
characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you talk to your 
online friends about 
your personal issues? 
m  m  m  m  m  
have your online 
friends offered you 
support when you had 
a real life problem? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you play games in 
order to play 
cooperatively and co-
presently with others 
(i.e. couch co-op)? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you play games in 
order to play 
cooperatively online 
with others? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you cheat at 
multiplayer video 
games? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you cheat at single 
player video games? m  m  m  m  m  
do you use game 
guides or 
walkthroughs when 
you play a video 
game?  
m  m  m  m  m  
do you use cheat 
codes or hacks when 
you play a video 
game? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you play so you 
can avoid thinking 
about some of your 
real-life problems or 
worries? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you play to relax 
from the day's work? m  m  m  m  m  
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When playing a video game how often... 
 Never Seldom Sometimes  Often Always 
do you play when 
you are bored? m  m  m  m  m  
do you imagine 
yourself in the game? m  m  m  m  m  
do you use video 
games as a creative 
outlet? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you role-play your 
character? m  m  m  m  m  
do you play to 
experience the story? m  m  m  m  m  
do you think about 
the morality of your 
actions? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you purposefully 
try to provoke or 
irritate other players 
or characters? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you think of a 
game as a puzzle to 
be solved? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you stop and think 
about how your 
actions may impact 
the game world? 
m  m  m  m  m  
do you stop and think 
about how your 
actions may impact 
others’ enjoyment of 
the game? 
m  m  m  m  m  
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Please answer the following questions about yourself : 
 
The last time you played a video game on a Wednesday for how many hours did you play?  
______ Hours  
 
What is your gender? 
m Male 
m Female 
 
Q27 What is your race? 
m White/Caucasian  
m African American 
m Hispanic 
m Asian 
m Native American 
m Pacific Islander  
m Other  ____________________ 
 
In which country do you reside?  
m Please select below… 
 
What is the greatest level of education you have completed? 
m Less than High School 
m High School / GED 
m Some College 
m 2-year College Degree 
m 4-year College Degree 
m Masters Degree 
m Doctoral Degree 
m Professional Degree (JD, MD) 
 
Q29 What is your age? ____ 
 
About how many hours do you spend playing video games each week?  
______ Hours  
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Generally speaking, do you consider yourself to be a(n): 
m Strong Democrat 
m Not so strong Democrat 
m Independent leaning Democrat 
m Independent 
m Independent leaning Republican 
m No so strong Republican 
m Strong Republican 
m Other  ____________________ 
m Don't know 
 
About how many hours do you spend consuming game related media each week (ex. websites, blogs, 
magazines, Youtube, videos, television, etc.)?  
______ Hours 
 
What, if any, is your religious preference? 
m Protestant  
m Catholic  
m Eastern Orthodox  
m LDS / Mormon  
m Jewish  
m Muslim  
m Hindu  
m Other  ____________________ 
m No Preference / No religious affiliation  
m Prefer not to say  
 
How active do you consider yourself in the practice of your religious preference?  
m Very active 
m Somewhat active 
m Not very active 
m Not active 
m Does not apply / Prefer not to say 
 
What is your yearly family income? 
m Less than $27,219 
m $27,219-$48,502 
m $48,503-$75,000 
m $75,001-$115,866 
m More than $115,866 
  
 
 
 
 
154 
Appendix C: Pilot 
 
 
 
 A pilot study of the questionnaire was undertaken to test the layout and usability of the 
instrument using the Qualtrics preview function. The pilot study was conducted with a small 
group of individuals (n=10). The researcher was available while the pilot subjects completed the 
questionnaire to take note of any questions that arose during the study. After the completion of 
the study pilot subjects were able to debrief with the researcher to further discuss any 
impressions of the questionnaire and particular issues with layout or usability. 
 Two major changes to the layout of the questionnaire were derived from the feedback of 
the pilot subjects. First, the number of questions and/or variables on each page of the 
questionnaire was reduced to make it easier for subjects to read. An additional minor change that 
was made was to add shading to every other response on the Likert-type matrix questions. Again, 
this was done to make the questions and/or variable responses easier to read for subjects. Second, 
the MFQ30 section of the questionnaire was moved to the front of the survey. There was some 
confusion on the part of the initial pilot subjects as to whether the MFQ30 questions were meant 
to pertain to the player (in-game) or the gamer (in the real world). The initial pilot subjects 
thinking that this section was referring to in-game attitudes, while the aim of the researcher was 
to ask about real world attitudes toward morality. Moving this section to the front seemed to 
alleviate these concerns by introducing these questions of morality before the questionnaire 
became primarily digital games focused. 
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